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Methodist Church, urging an early passage
of Senate bill 860, to provide for the common
defense in relation to the sale of alcoholic
liquors to the land and naval forces of the
United States and to provide for the sup-
pression of vice in vicinity of military camps
and naval establishments; to the Committee
on Military Affairs,

2826. Also, petition of 25 residents of Slip-
pery Rock, Butler County, Pa., deploring the
sale and gifts of liquors to our boys in camps
and in the Army, respectfully urging that
the Members of Congress do everything in
their power to prohibit its use in the Army
and Navy and help honor mothers by assur-
ing them that their boys will not become
drunkards while answering their country's
call; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

2827. By Mr. LECOMPTE: Petition of sundry
citizens of Seymour, Iowa, urging cooperation
with the Federal authorities in tightening
law enforcement around military, naval, and
other training camps and in joining a na-
tional defense movement against prostitution
and liquor; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

2828. Also, petition of sundry citizens of
Allerton, Iowa, in the interest of preventing
the sale or gift of intoxicating liquors, includ-
ing beer, to soldiers and sailors in uniform; to
bring about the discontinuance of the sale
of beer in Government commissaries; to cre-
ate dry zones around military and naval
establishments; to set up dry zones around
industrial establishments in which air-
planes, ships, tanks, arms, and equipment
must be produced with the utmost precision
and speed for the support of the armed
forces; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

2829. Also, petition of sundry citizens of
- Eldon, Agency, and Ottumwa, Iowa, deploring
the use of sugar in the making of alcohol to
be placed near the Army and Navy camps of
our boys in service; to the Committee on
-Military Affairs.

2830. Also, petition of sundry citizens of
Mount Ayr, Iowa, in the interest of prevent-
Ing the sale or gift of intoxicating liquors,
including beer, to soldiers and sailors in uni-
form; to bring about the discontinuance of
the sale of beer in Government commis-
saries; to create dry zones arcund military
and naval establishmeénts; to set up dry zones
around industrial establishments in which
airplanes, ships, tanks, arms, and equipment
must be produced with the utmost precision
and speed for the suppoert of the armed forces;
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

2831. By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: Petition of
Rev. Lester H. Bill, pastor of the Methodist
Church, Crawfordsville, Iowa, and the people
of the Methodist Church, urging the prohib-
iting of liquor and prostitution around our
Army and Navy camps and cantonments; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

2832, By Mr. ROLPH: Resolution of the
Motion Picture Projectionists of San Fran-
cisco, supporting postal employees bill (H. R.
6486); to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

2833. By Mr. WOLCOTT: Petition of 124
citizens of 8t. Clair, Mich., urging enactment
of Senate bill 860; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

2834, Also, petition of 64 citizenc of Harbor
Beach, Mich., urging enactment of Senate
bill 860; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

2835. Also, petition of 22 citizens of Bloom-
fleld and vicinity, Huron County, Mich,, ex-
pressing interest in Senate bill 860 and urg-
ing its enactment; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affalrs,

2836. Also, petition of 34 residents of San-
dusky, Mich., urging the enactment of Sen-
ate bill B60; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

2837 By the SPEAEKER: Petition of W. G.
Martin and J. Dale Curry, of Santa Ana, Calif.,
petitioning consideration of their resolution
with reference to Senate bill 860, relative to
the exploitation of the men in the United
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States Army and Navy; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

2838 Also, petition of the American Le-
gion, Memphis Post, No. 1, of Tennessee, peti-
tioning consideration of their resolution with
reference to .commissions in the armed
forces; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

2839. Also, petition of the General Federa-
tion of Women's Clubs, Washington, D. C.,
petitioning consideration of their resclution
with reference to appropriations for the
Children's Bureau; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

2840. Also, petition of the Pennsylvania
Grocers Association, Philadelphia, Pa., peti-
tioning consideration of their resolution with
reference to price control; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

SENATE
Tuvespay, May 19, 1942

(Legislative day of Friday, May 15, 1942)

The Senale met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Very Reverend A. J. Burggraff, C.
S. P., Ph. D,, superior of St. Paul's Col-
lege, Cathoiic University of America, of-
fered the following prayer:

Direct, O Lord, all our actions by Thy
gracious inspiration and further them by
Thy continual help. that every word and
work of ours may from Thee begin and
through Thee be brought to a perfect
ending.

O God, to Thy almighty protection we
commend our beloved country and par-
ticularly the Membezars of this legislative
body who bear the grave responsibility of
our Government in this universal crisis.
At a time when pagan idzals prevail in
other lands may this assembly bzscome
the instrument of Thy peace and love by
adherence to Christian principles, that
all men created to Thine own image and
likeness may come to realize their divine
dignily and true glory. Through Jesus
Christ our Saviour. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BargLEY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day Monday, May 18, 1942, was dis-
pensed with, and the Journal was ap-
proved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a
quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names:

Aiken Chavez Kilgore
Andrews Clark, Idaho La Follette
Austin Clark, Mo. Langer
Baliley Connally Lee

Bail Danaher Lucas
Bankhead Doxey McCarran
Barkley E'lender McFarland
Bilbo George McEellar
Bone Gerry McNary
Brewster Gillette Maloney
Brooks Glass Maybank
Brown Green Mead
Bulow Gurney Millikin
Bunker Hatch Murdock
Burton Hayden Norris
Butler Hill Nye

Byrd Holman O’'Daniel
Capper Hughes O'Mahoney
Caraway Johnson, Calif, Overton

Pepper Epencer Vandenberg
Radcliffe Stewart Van Nuys
Reynolds Taft ‘Wagner
Rosier Thomas, Okla. Walsh
Russell Tobey ‘Wheeler
Schwartz Truman White
Smathers Tunnell Wiley
Smith Tydings Willis

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Kentucky [Mr. CEANDLER], the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gur-
FEY], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HEr-
RING], the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Murray], the Senator from Utah [Mr. -
THomasi, and the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. WALLGREN] are necessarily
absent from the Senate.

The Senator from California [Mr.
Downey] is detained on official business
in his State.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN-
son] has been called out of the city on
important public business.

Mr, AUSTIN. The Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. Bareour] is absent because
of illness.

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripces] is absent as a result of an in-
jury and illness.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Davis] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lobge], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Reep], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Tromas], and the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] are necessarily ab-
sent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-one
Senators have answered to their names.
A quorum is present.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were presented and re-
ferred as indicated:

By Mr. AUSTIN:

The petition of Mark Sumner and sundry
other citizens of Randolph, Vt., praying for
the prompt enactment of the bill (8. B60) to
provide for the common defense in relation
to the sale of alcoholic liquors to the members
of the land and naval forces of the United
States and to provide for the suppression of
vice in the vicinity of military camps and
naval establishments; ordered to lie on the
table.

By Mr. CAFPER:

Petitions, numerously signed, of sundry
citizens of Beloit and Bunker Hill, Kans,
praying for the enactment of the bill ‘S. 860)
to provide for the common defense in rela-
tion to the sale of alccholic liquors to the
members of the land and naval forces of the
United States and to provide for the suppres-
slon of vice in the vicinity of military camps
and naval establishments; ordered to lie on
the table.

APPROPRIATION FOR HOUSING IN THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—FETITION

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
consent to file with the Senate and have
referred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions a petition which has been handed
to me today by a delegation of war work-
ers in the District of Columbia, signed by
10,000 employees of the Government who
are here engaged in war work in the va-
rious departments. They are petitioning
Congress for the appropriation of the
$50,000,000 recommended by the Presi-
dent and the Budget for housing in the
District of Columbia for the benefit of
war workers who have been brought here
in this emergency,
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This petition was presented to me to-
day by a group of very intelligent young
people who are in the Government serv-
ice. They could have gotten many more
signatures to the petition if they had
thought it necessary, but there are 10,000
names signed to the petition, all of them
of war workers.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the petition presented by the
Senator from Kentucky will be received
and referred to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

Mr, McEKEELLAR. Mr, President, I wish
to say to the Senator from Kentucky that
the Committee on Appropriations this
morning recommended to the Senate an
increase in the appropriation for housing
for these workers to $25,500,000, which
represents an increase of $13,500,000 over
the appropriation of $12,000,000 made by
the House. J

In the second item relating to this
matter, a $20,000,000 Budget estimate, the
House allowed $17,500,000, and that
amount was approved by the Senate com-
mittee. The report will be handed in this
morning.

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate this ac-
tion, and the increase over the House pro-
vision is gratifying. Yet that is about
$8,000,000 short of what the President
recommended.

Mr. McKELLAR. It is short by about
that sum.

PROHIEITION OF LIQUOR SALES AROUND
MILITARY CAMPS—MEMORIAL

Mr. A FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to present a
memorial signed by 3,249 persons in the
State of Wisconsin remonstrating against
the enactment of Senate bill 860 and
House bill 4000. I ask that the heading
or body of the memorial be printed in
the Recorp, and that the memorial be
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the memo-
rial was ordered to lie on the table and
the body thereof to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:

Whereas certain bills (notably S. 860 and
H. R. 4000) have been introduced into Con-
gress “To provide for the common defense
in relation to the sale of alcoholic liguors
to members of the land and naval forces of
the United States and to provide for the
suppression of vice in the vicinity of mili-
tary camps and naval establishments;’” and

Whereas military authorities now possees
all necessary power to control the sale of
aleoholic beverages to members of the land
and naval forces; and

Whereas certain sections of these bills are,
we believe, unconstitutional; and L

Whereas the control of aleoholic beverages
and the control of prostitution are unrelated,
and therefore ought not to be combined in
one plece of legislation;

Whereas we believe the enactment of these
bills into law would establish an unwise and
dangerous precedent, and would be opposed
to the general welfare of citizens of the sev-
eral States and obstructive to the common
defense of the United States:

We, the undersigned, cltizens of Wisconsin,
respectfully request that these bills be re-
ported unfavorably.

PROHIBITION OF LIQUOR SALES AND SUP-
PRESSION OF VICE AROUND MILITARY
CAMPS

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I
have received a letter from the pastors
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of three churches in Clarksville, Va., in
reference to legislation dealing with the
traffic in liquor and vice in the immediate
vicinity of military camps. In accord-
ance with their request, I ask unanimous
consent that the letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

CLARKSVILLE, Va., May 5, 1942,
Hon. RoserT R. REYNOLDS,
Chairman, Senate Military
Affairs Committee,
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear BENaTOR REYNOLDS: We are writing
you at the request of the con tion as-
gembled at the Baptist Church, Clarksville,
Va., on April 26, 1942. We are writing you
not personally, but officially as the chair-
man of the Senate Military Affairs Com-
mittee.

The congregation assembled voted to re-
quest the Congress of the United States to
pass Senate hill 860 (commonly known as
the Sheppard bill), or similar protective leg-
isiation for our armed forces against the
liquor and vice traffics similar to that enacted
by Congress in 1917. The congregation also
requested that you read this action on the
floor of the Senate and have it incorporated
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Yours sincerely,
WM. J. CRAIN,
[Pastor, Baptist Church,
ForestT H. MEAD,
Pastor, Methodist Church,
F. M. ALLEN,
Pastor, Presbyterian Church.
(All of Clarksville, Va.)

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. BANEHEAD, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency:

8.2508. A bill to amend the Federal Farm
Loan Act, as amended; to amend the Emer-
gency Farm Mortgage Act of 1833. as amend-
ed; to amend the Federal Farm Mortgage
Corporation Act as amended; and for other
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1353) .

By Mr. McFARLAND, from the Committee
on Indian Affairs:

S.2369. A bill for the acquisition of Indian
lands required in connection with the con-
struction, cperation, and maintenance of
electric transmission lines and other works,
Parker Dam power project, Arizona-Califor-
nia; without amendment (Rept. No. 1354).

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, from the
Committee on Indian Affairs:

H.R.4533. An act to provide for the dis-
position of frust or resiricted estates of
Indians dying intestate without heirs; with
emendments (Rept. No. 1355); and

H.R.5484. An act for the relief of the
Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1356).

By Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on
Naval Affairs:

S.2526. A bill to amend section 1 of the act
entitled “An act to authorize the Philadel-
phia, Baltimore & Washington Railroad Co.
to extend its present track conmnection with
the United States navy yard so as to provide
adequate railroad facilities in connection
with the development of Buzzards Point as
an industrial area in the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes,” approved June 18,
1932 (47 Stat. 322), as amended by the act
approved June 20, 1939 (53 Stat. 849); with-
out amendment (Rept No 1357)

By Mr McEELLAR, from the Committee on
Appropriations:

H.J.Res.308. Joint resolution making ap-
propriations to provide war housing and
war public works in and near the District
g;ag)olumbm; with amendments (Rept. No.

May 19

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL SERVICE LIFE
INSURANCE ACT—CHANGE OF REFER-
ENCE

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, yester-
day the Vice President laid before the
Senate a letter from the Administrator
of Veterans’ Affairs, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to amend subsec-
tion (3) of section 602 (d) of the Na-
tional Service Life Insurance Act, as
amended. By inadvertence the recom-
mendation of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Military Affairs. The National Service
Life Insurance Act originated, respec-
tively, in the Ways and Means Commit-
tee of the House of Representatives and
the Finance Committee of the Senate,

‘and the letter laid before the Senate yes-

terday relating to it should be referred
to the Committee on Finance. I there-
fore ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Military Affairs be dis-
charged from the further consideration
of the letter, and that it be referred to
the Committee on Finance.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mrs. CARAWAY:

5.25641. A bill to incorporate the United
States Army Mothers; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. TYDINGS:

5.2542, A bill for the relief of Samuel
Jacobs, Bertha Jacobs, and Harry Jacobs;
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. GEORGE:

S.2543. A bill to amend subsection (3) of
section 602 (d) of the National Service Life
Insurance Act, as amended, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

PAY OF SOLDIERS

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, in today’s
Washington Post there appears a very
good editorial on soldiers’ pay, which
seems appropriate at this time. It reads
as follows:

SOLDIERS' PAY

We cannot possibly compensate the men in
uniform for the type of service they are ren-
dering. The simple fact is that few of the
soldiers in our Army could be hired on a dol-
lars-and-cents basis to shoulder a gun and go
off to foreign lands to endure the terror of a
blitzkrieg. They accept this responsibility for
one reason only: their fighting strength is
necessary to preserve the civilization of which
they are a part. So, in large measure their
compensation will be the blessings of peace
and freedom which must be regained once
more on the battlefield.

With this principle firmly established,
however, rates of pay in the services ought to
be adjusted to present-day realities. Prices
have risen substantially since Congress last
fixed the rates of pay for soldiers and sailors.
Since the man in the ranks is provided with
food, clothing, and shelter, he may in part
escape the effect of rising prices. But a Gov-
ernment which has permitted substantial
wage increases for workers who are not risk-
ing death for their country certainly cannot
object to a reasonable increase in the pay of
men at the front.

On the whole, the Senate bill providing a
base pay of $42 for Army and Marine Corps
privates and Navy and Coast Guard appren-
tice seamen secms to be preferable to the
House bill raising this figure to $50. Con-
gress would do well to remember that it must
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still deal with the problem of aiding de-
pendents of soldiers who have no other
means of support. And the necessity of curb-
ing inflation enters into every question of
putting more dollars into the hands of con-
sumers. Regarded from the viewpoint of the
soldier, 850 a month is certainly not over-
generous, If Congress decides to go that far,
however, it should resolve at the same time
to reach a little deeper into the pockets of
workers in civilian life to counteract the in-
flationary influence of so sharp an adjust-
ment in service pay.

Mr. President, the Senate will soon be
faced with the alternative of accepting
the House action or sustaining our own,
which provides for $42 a month, the
House having voted $50 a month. It
+seems to me a good solution would be for
the Senate to accept the House provision
of $50 a month and make the additional
pay of $8 a month payable to the soldier
in the form of a war bond, which would
certainly not add to the argument that
it would increase inflation in the country.
It would also provide an after-war sol-
dier bonus which would absorb some of
the after-war depression. It seems to me
that would be a wise solution of the pay
problem at this time.

MINUTE MEN OF FREEDOM—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR WILEY

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
nave printed in the Recorp an address deliv-
ered by him before the Wisconsin and Upper
Michigan Peninsula Youth Conference of the
Salyation Army at Milwaukee, Wis,, May 16,
1942, which appears in the Appendix.]

BUILDING FOR FREEDOM AND SECURITY—
ADDRESS BY SENATOR WILEY

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an address deliv-
ered by him before the Upper Mississippl Val-
ley Safety Conference on May 14, 1942, at
Chippewa Falls, Wis.,, which appears in the
Appendix. ]

VICTORY TEROUGH UNITY—STATEMENT
BY SENATOR BURTON
[Mr. BURTON asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp a statement made
by him before the Council Against Intolerance
in America at Cleveland, Chio, May 16, 1942,
which appears in the Appendix.]

APPRECIATION OF SENATOR BARELEY—
EDITORIAL FROM THE KENTUCKY
POST
[Mr. SMATHERS asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the REecorp an editorial

from the Kentucky Post of Cincinnati, Ohio,
in commendation of Senator BARKLEY, which
appears in the Appendix.|

COMMENDATION OF CONGRESS BY
FULTON LEWIS, JR.

[Mr, BILBO asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an excerpt from
the broadcast of Fulton Lewis, Jr., on Friday,
May 15, 1942, which appears in the Appendix.]

LIVING OFF THE FAT—EDITORIAL FROM
CHICAGO TRIBUNE
[Mr. HOLMAN asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the ReEcorp an editorial from
the Chicago Tribune of May 11, 1942, entitled
“Living Off the Fat,” which r~ppears in the
Appendix.]
AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT
APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 6709) making appro-
priations for the Department of Agricul-
ture for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1943, and for other purposes.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the first committee amendment
passed over.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 80, line 15,
after the word “the”, it is proposed to
strike out “provisions of this act” and
insert “foregoing proviso.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, we now
approach the amendment on page 80 of
the bill, which relates to the disposition
of the surplus commedities which are un-
der the control or ownership of the Com-~
modity Credit Corporation. All the
amendments in this provision are neces-
sary to effectuate the purpose which the
committee has in mind. I do not think
there could be any possible objection to
combining the amendments and voting
upon them all at one time, rather than
having separate votes, because each of
them will stand or fall by the action taken
by the Senate on the others. I there-
fore ask unanimous consent that we may
vote on the amendments en bloc.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator from
Georgia? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I move
to amend the committee amendment
commencing in line 23, page 80, by add-
ing the following proviso: “Provided jur-
ther, That no grain shall be sold for feed
at a price less than 85 percent of the
parity price of corn at the time such sale
is made.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator propose that as a committee
amendment?

Mr. RUSSELL. I have conferred with
all the members of the subcommittee,
with one or two exceptions; I was unable
to see them all. The committee report
stated that what is proposed in the
amendment to the amendment was to
be the effect of the action of the com-
mittee, and the language I now propose
merely expresses in the bill the under-
standing the committee had with the
Commodity Credit Corporation as to the
disposal of these commodities.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
may understand, therefore, that the
amendment is offered as a committee
amendment?

Mr, RUSSELL. I do not like to offer
it as a committee amendment when I
have not consulted all the members of
the committee, but I may say that it has
been approved by a majority of the mem-
bers of the committee. It is an amend-
ment to a committee amendment, and I
think it is therefore in order under the
rules,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com-
mittee amendment is open to amend-
ment.

Mr.
yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. Is the word “grain”
used in the amendment?

Mr. RUSSELL. The word “grain” is
used in the amendment,

Mr. McNARY. That would include
corn, wheat, oats, rye, and barley.

l\gr. RUSSELL. The Senator is cor-
rect.

McNARY. Will the Senator
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Mr. McNARY. At one time a question
was raised in the committee, as I recall,
that corn probably would not come un-
der the term “grain”; but it is a term
which is broad enough to include corn.
That should satisfy those interested in
the production of corn that this amend-
ment places a floor under corn at 85
percent of parity.

Mr. RUSSELL. There could be no
question as to that. Corn is defined as
grain in the original Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act.

The pending amendment and the pro-
posed amendment thereto presented the
most difficult question which the sub-
committee was compelled to handle in
dealing with this problem. It was par-
ticularly embarrassing to those of us who
do not come from States which are in
the commercial corn area, or States
which do not produce considerable quan-
tities of wheat for sale.

A number of conferences were had with
practically all the Senators who repre-
sent States which are primarily agricul-
tural States. A conference was called by
the distinguished Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Bankueap], who has been generally
recognized as one of the great leaders in
this body of those who are particularly
interested in agriculture and the welfare
of the farmer. Every effort has been
made to work out an agreement or com-
promise which would be acceptable to all
those whose constituencies are greatly
affected by the action the Senate may
take on this amendment. I regret very
much that it has been impossible to come
to a complete agreement or meeting of
minds of all those who have a primary
interest in this proposition, and it will
therefore be necessary for the Senate to
pass upon and decide the course to be
pursued.

Mr. President, I shall now briefly out-
line some of the facts which were brought
to the attention of the committee in its
consideration of this question, as well as
the effect which the language proposed
by the committee will have. As pointed
out by the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
McNary], the effect of the committee’s
amendment is to permit the sale of
surplus corn and wheat for feeding pur-
poses at a price not below 85 percent of
the parity price of corn at the time the
sale is made. It does not permit the sale
of corn for any purpose other than feed-
ing at below full 100 percent of corn
parity. It may be said, however, that
that pertains or relates only to the very
small portion of the corn which is pur-
chased in the United States. Approxi-
mately 90 percent of all the corn pro-
duced in this country is used for feed,
and 75 percent of it is fed on the farm
where the corn is grown. The amend-
ment would not permit the sale of wheat
for flour at a price below 100 percent of
wheat parity, but would permit the sale
of not exceeding 125,000,000 bushels of
wheat at a price not below 85 percent of
corn parity.

Mr. President, I will be frank and say
that this proposal deviates in degree
from the provisions of the bill which the
Senate enacted some time ago, known
as the Bankhead-Gillette-Thomas-Rus-
sell bill, which prohibited the sale of
any of these farm products at below 100
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percent of parity, but conditions have
arisen and facts have been submitted
since the consideration of that bill which
have prompted me, and I am sure other
members of the Senate, to view this
matter in a slightly different light. We
are confronted today with the greatest
surplus of wheat that has ever been
known in all our history. It is estimated
that the carry-over of old wheat on June
30 will be over 630,000,000 bushels. In
other words, the carry-over of wheat will
amount almost to a full year’s consump-
tion of wheat within the United States.
The crop of wheat now in prospect is un-
usually good, and, it is estimated, will
yield approximately 800,000,000 bushels
or more. That will give us in this coun-
try a total supply of wheat sufficient to
meet all our domestic needs, as well as
for the export of the same quantity of
wheat that is exported in normal times,
for more than 2 years. That wheat will
be on hand. I hope Senators will bear
that in mind, that there will be in this
country a supply of wheat exceeding 2
years’ normal requirements for domestic
use and export, as the result of the crop
which will be harvested this year.

Mr. President, the bald fact is that
there is not any place in this country in
which to store this amount of wheat.
Production and carry-over are so great
that all the elevators, the bins on the
farm, all storage facilities available, are
full today, and it will be necessary to
leave a considerable amount of this
wheat in the fields if some method can-
not be found to dispose of it.

In normal times we may be able to pre-
serve the principle of full 100-percent
parity in the market place, and see mil-
lions of bushels of wheat go to waste in
the fields, but in these abnormal times,
in these times when we are proposing to
be the granary of the world, when we are
told that the country which has the sur-
plus foodstuffs will be able to write the
terms of the peace which will come after
this awful war in which we are now en-
gaged, it certainly seems to me that we
cannot justify the economic loss and
waste of perhaps 100,000,000 bushels of
wheat if any possible way can be found
to preserve it or to translate it into food-
stuffs.

The Department of Agriculture has
called upon the farmers for a tremendous
increase in the production of pork and
pork products, of dairy products, of poul-
try products, as well as of beef cattle. As
I stated on the floor of the Senate the
other day, in response to that call, and
showing the patriotism of the farmers,
there are 10,000,000 more hogs in this
country today than there have ever been
before. The average hog which is being
marketed is larger and heavier than ever
before. But even with the increase in
pork production, with the increased pro-
duction of vegetable cils which will re-
sult from acreage which will be devoted
to peanuts and to soybeans, the country
will face a very critical situation with
respect to fats and oils if the war lasts
for the next 2 years. Our source of sup-
ply of over 1,000,000,000 pounds of vege-
table oil from the Orient has been cut
off by the march of the Japanese Em-
pire. The supply of oils, affecting not
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only the diet of the American people, but
the production of soap and of many ab-
solute essentials for waging war, is a
matter which is causing very grave con-
cern in Government circles today.
Therefore, the Department of Agricul-
ture is naturally interested in seeing that
nothing is done which is likely to reduce
the production of pork and squeezing out
the hundreds of marginal pork producers
who are able to produce pork at present-
day prices of feed, and with the present
price ceiling, but who would be elimi-
nated if the price of feed were changed.

Mr. President, I wish to make another
thing perfectly clear. While this amend-
ment does present an abandonment of
the parity concept in the market place
as provided in the legislation enacted
earlier this year, it does not represent an
abandonment of the parity principle, be-
cause under the terms of this measure
the corn farmer who sells his corn for 85
percent of parity will receive from the
Federal Treasury a parity payment of 15
percent, and.the corn farmer’s income
will not be diminished in any degree by
virtue of the adoption of the amendment.
It cannot result in any injury to him in
the matter of income, because he will be
paid from the Treasury a subsidy which
will be sufficient to enable him to receive
100 percent of parity, and the only dif-
ference that is involved between the
amendment and the principle which is
represented by those who oppose it is as
to where the corn farmer shall receive
his income. If the amendment is de-
feated, he will receive his income in the
market place for the sale of his product.
That will result, we were told by the wit-
nesses who came before us from the De-
partment of Agriculture, in putting up
feed prices to such a high level that it
will have a very drastic effect on the pro-
gram of increased production, and will
not enable the Department to reach its
goals. If the committee amendment is
adopted, the prices of these grains for
feed purposes only will be held at 85 per-
cent of parity, and the corn farmer will
receive a parity payment equivalent to
15 percent from the Federal Treasury.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Is it also not a
fact that the relationship, or the ratio,
as it is sometimes called, between the
various segments of the agricultural in-
dustry that are producing or purchasing
corn for feed, is out of line? In other
words, the ratio for feeding hogs, let us
say, is about 12, as I understand.

Mr, RUSSELL. That is the normal
Today it is about 15. The Department is
trying to keep it up as high as possible.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It is about 15 fo-
day, whereas for dairy products, for ex-
ample, it is about 24, when it should be 39.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Wisconsin is correct. The same thing is
true with respect to beef,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes. I certainly
should not want to see any injustice done
to the corn producers, but on the other
hand, it seems to me that there should
not be such an adamant adherence to a
principle as to work an injury to certain
portions of the food-for-victory pro-
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gram. It is partly this ratio, partly the
lack of available labor, which is caus-
ing the dairy industry to fail to achieve
the goal set out for it in the food-for-
victory program. It has attained only
about one-half of the increase which
was set for it. I wish to repeat what I
said before the committee, if the Senator
from Georgia will bear with me, that
that is not due to any lack of patriotism
on the part of the dairy farmers. They
are as anxious to reach these gozls as
are any other farmers. But if we dis-
advantage them by this ratio situation,
and do not do something to relieve the
labor problem, then we cannot blame the
farmers for their inability to attain the
goal they have been asked to reach.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Wisconsin has well stated one of the ar-
guments which moved the committee to
make this recommendation. Of course,
if we permit the price of feed to increase
and still further squeeze the farmers who
produce beef or dairy products or pork,
against the price ceilings which have been
imposed, we will squeeze out many farm-
ers, and thereby greatly reduce the pro-
duction of these essential foodstuffs.

Mr. TAFT. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. On page 17 is the provi-
sion authorizing the Secretary to make
full parity payments, which I understand
applies to the 1942 crop. Can the Sen-
ator give us any estimate of what the ad-
ditional appropriation for parity pay-
ments would be if the price of corn were
held down, say, to 75 cents instead of 90
cents? Also, has any additional esli-
mate been made for parity payments on
wheat? ;

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, as I
stated yesterday, it would be a rank
guess for anyone to undertake to predict
the course of markets in such a time of
economic upset. If corn should stay
strictly at 85 percent of parity, and
should not rise above it, my recollection
is that the corn farmers would receive
approximately $65,000,000 in parity pay-
ments to make up the difference between
85 percent of parity and 100 percent of
parity. I do not have the figures before
me, but I have them among my papers,
and I shall be glad to get them during
the course of my remarks. Despite the
fact that wheat might sell for 85 percent
of parity, the demand for corn might be-
come so great that the market price of
corn might be 95 percent of parity, and in
that event the parity payments would
be small.

Mr. TAFT. Will there also be a large
parity payment for wheat? There is a
much larger percentage of wheat sold,
and I do not suppose it will be sold at
anything like parity.

Mr. RUSSELL. I would not under-
take to predict the course of the wheat
market any more than I would that of
the corn market; but present indications
are that, without regard to the action
taken on this amendment, with the pres-
ent tremendous production of wheat this
year, wheat will sell at considerably be-
low parity. However, the Senator from
Ohio must bear in mind that under the
85-percent loan any farmer who is pro-
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ducing a basic commodity is entitled to
take it to the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration and obtain a loan of 85 percent
of parity. So in no event could the
parity payments amount to more than
15 percent of the parity price, whatever
it might be, for the particular commod-
ity. As everyone knows, the parity price
of wheat is considerably more than the
parity price of corn. The parity price
of wheat is about $1.355 a bushel, where-
as the parity price of corn is about 97
cents a bushel.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. The observation which
the Senator made with respect to the
wheat farmer being able to obtain 85
percent of parity under the loan program
suggests to my mind this consideration:
As I understand, the warehouses and bins
of the country are now full to overflow-
ing. I wonder what the wheat farmer is
to do with the crop which is coming on,
so far as attempting to obtain a loan on
it is concerned, if he cannot store it any-
where. That seems to be one of the
great problems. I wonder if the Senator
has anything td say about that.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Tllinois submits a question which is a very
persuasive argument in favor of the
amendment. I stated earlier in my re-
marks that no public storage facilities
are available today. Under the loan reg-
ulations of the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration, I believe that the wheat farmer
and the corn farmer are the only pro-
ducers of basic commodities who are per-
mitted to store on the farms. However,
such a situation prevails that the wheat
farmer cannot obtain priorities on mate-
rial which would enable him to build
storage bins. For that reason, the com-
mittee, in attempting to protect the in-
terests of all concerned, has brought in a
provision to dispose of 125,000,000 bushels
of wheat, making room for the new crop,
to enable the wheat farmers to obtain the
benefit of the loan. :

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr, RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. If I correctly understand
the situation as it exists today with re-
spect to the wheat which is in storage,
if this amendment should become law,
with the wheat crop which is now com-
ing on, certainly there would be a sur-
plus of wheat in corn communities, so
far as feeding is concerned; and-it seems
to me that, as a result of the surplus
wheat, corn would never have an oppor-
tunity to reach parity. I doubt if it
would reach even 85 percent of parity.

We all know that the bins and ware-
houses of the country are full to over-
flowing with wheat which is now in stor-
age. If this amendment should become
law, it would mean that surplus wheat
would be dumped into the corn districts.

Probably cattle and hogs constitute the
greatest reservoir for feedstuffs. Hogs
will eat wheat. I doubt if wheat is as
good as corn for fattening hogs, but it is
almost as good, and hogs will eat it, The
wheat must go somewhere. It will be
going into the Corn Belt, where there are
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many hogs and cattle. Considerable
wheat is raised in my section of the
country, but I cannot see any hope for
corn if this amendment should become
law. I do not think corn would reach
even 85 percent of parity once the sur-
plus wheat crop started pouring into the
Corn Belt. I think we are penalizing the
corn farmer for the benefit of the wheat
farmer, I appreciate that it is a very
difficult problem to work out. I want to
see the wheat farmer obtain what he is
entitled to, but I do not like to see the
corn farmer penalized. He seems to be
the only one who would be penalized if
the amendment should become law.

I do not think there can be any argu-
ment against the proposition that the
corn producer would suffer as a result
of this amendment if we should permit
the Commodity Credit Corporation to
dump all the surplus wheat it could dump
into the corn and hog area when no other
market can be found for it. I make that
observation in passing, because it seems
to me to be pertinent.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, there
are two ways of viewing this question.
The corn farmer may suffer some reduc-
tion below 85 percent of parity, but it
occurs to me that in an area where
both wheat and corn are produced, this
amendment would be a protection to the
corn farmer. I say that because if the
wheat farmer cannot dispose of his wheat
in the loan because of lack of storage
facilities, he will not stand by and see it
rot on the ground. He will put it on the
market, if necessary at 40 cents a bushel
in order to realize something on it, and
it will come into competition with other
grains used for feed. Such a condition
might have a much more disastrous ef-
fect on the corn market than disposing
of it through the regular channels.

The Commeodity Credit Corporation
assures us that it is endeavoring to dis-
pose of wheat for feed. Today wheat is
being sold in areas where no considerable
amount of grain for feed is produced.
Up to the present time the wheat which
has been sold for feeding has been
shipped largely into the New England
States, and it has been disposed of to the
dairy industry.

I confess that it is impossible to put one
grain in competition with another for
feed without affecting both of them to
a certain degree; but if it were done in-
telligently, and if the wheat were shipped
into areas where there was no corn, the
adverse effect on the corn market would
certainly be less than would be the case
if wheat were dumped wherever it hap-
pened to be produced.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-

dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. 1 yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I appre-
ciate the industry and devotion with
which the Senator from Georgia has
worked on this bill. Such industry and
devotion always characterize his work
on the agricultural appropriation bill.
Let me ask the Senator from Georgia if it
is not a fact that breaking the prices of
agricultural commodities is the end in
itself, rather than an incident in the
disposal of surpluses? Is it not a fact
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that all the surplus grain now held or
likely to be held by the Commodity Credit
Corporation could be effectively utilized
in the manufacture of alcohol, for ex-
ample, to relieve the sugar shortagas?
Could it not be used in the manufacture
of rubber? As I understand, the testi-
mony before the subcommittee headed
by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GiL-
LETTE], completely demonstrates the fact
that all the surplus could be immediately
used in the manufacture of synthetic
rubber. We all know that it could be
made into alcohol, which could be just as
effectively used in the manufacture of
munitions as alcohol made from sugar.
Therefore I repeat the question. Does it
not appear that the use of surpluses to
overhang and depress the market at any
time when that is deemed desirable in the
opinion of some bureaucrat is the end
and not the means in disposing of the
surpluses?

Mr. RUSSELL. I cannot agree with
that statement. As I have stated, I am
trying to be as frank as possible, because
I am representing the committee in pre-
senting this amendment. I do not think
that would necessarily be the effect. If
the Senator from Missouri has any hope
that any considerable part of the surplus
of wheat can be utilized this year in the
production of rubber, it is based on
knowledge of facilities which the com-
mittee could not find.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It could be
utilized instead of sugar in the manufac-
ture of alcohol, could it not?

Mr. RUSSELL. It could be.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. So far as I
know, that statement has never bzen
contradicted to this good day.

Mr. RUSSELL. It certainly has not;
and I do not contradict it now. How-
ever, I say that the amount which might

‘be used in the production of alcohol is

not appreciable when we consider a sur-
plus of 1,500,000,000 bushels of wheat.
One hundred million bushels of wheat
would make an enormous gquantity of
aleohol.

There are no factories today to trans-
form wheat into rubber; and by the time
we could get factories operating to make
rubber out of wheat we should have suf-
fered a tremendous economic loss in
wheat which would go to waste in the
fields. I do not know of any method of
producing rubber which would enable us
to use rotten wheat which has been in
the field for a year. Today we are con-
fronted by a real condition, and not a
theory or a long-range program.  The
problem before us is to try to save 100,-
000,000 or 125,000,000 bushels of wheat
which, according to the evidence pre-
sented to us, is likely to be a total eco-
nomic loss to the country if some method
of disposal cannot be found. :

We.cannot wait here until we can ob-
tain priorities on steel for the building
of factories in which this wheat or this
corn may be used in the production of
rubber. If we do, we shall lose this year’s
crop and this year’s carry-over, both of
which we are trying to conserve.

_ I may say that no Member of the Sen-
ate is stronger than is the Senator from.
Georgia in advocacy of the utilization for
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the manufacture of alcohol as well as the
manufacture of rubber of every bushel
of corn and every bushel of wheat whict;
can possibly be devoted to those purposes.
I think that some persons have been
derelict in their duty. I have not been
able to study the situation with sufficient
care to be able to put my finger on the
weak point; but certainly there has been
a weak point somewhere in this program,
inasmuch as we have not already utilized
our surplus grain in the production of
alcohol. Apparently we are faced with
a sugar shortage in this country, and a
program of rationing sugar, which could
have been averted if someone had de-
voted grain, rather than sugar, to the
production of alcohol; but I do not think
that argument is particularly conclusive
on this amendment which, of course,
would be in effect for only 1 year, and re-
lates to only 125,000,000 bushels of wheat
which cannot be utilized for the produc-
tion of rubber or alcchol at the present
time.

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SeeENCER in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Georgia yield to the Sznator
from Mississippi?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. BILBO. I was struck with the
Senator’s statement that with the close
of this year’s crop harvest we would have
enough on hand in this country to meet
the country’s domestic requirements and
the demands for export purposes for 2
years. Just what percentage of the nor-
mal crop of wheat will be absorbed by
the lend-lease program? There will not
be enough wheat to feed the whole world.

Mr., RUSSELL. Very little of this
wheat will be absorbed by the lend-lease
program. There is a very substantial
reason for that. Our neighbor to the
north, Canada, which is a part of the
British Empire, averages a greater sur-
plus than we have in this country; and,
naturally, if a dominion of the British
Empire can supply the wheat, we should
not be likely to put it into the lend-lease
program, nor would the British wish to
receive it under the lend-lease program.

The only wheat which is being ex-
ported today is that which is being
shipped to Russia, and that is wvery
limited in amount. Some Russian ships
have been loaded on the west coast and
have taken their wheat directly to Vladi-
vostok. Of course, we cannot ship there,
because our ships would have to go
through the Japanese-controlled waters;
but Russia is still nominally at peace with
Japan, and can ship directly from the
west coast to the Siberian coast.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. While we are on
that subject, it may be well to remind
the Senator that another possession of
England—Australia—which is always one
of the largest exporters of wheat, has
surpluses comparable to our present sur-
plus; and Argentina, the next largest
exporter of wheat, is in a similar situ-
ation.

Mr. RUSSELL. Not only does Aus-
tralia have a surplus, but in South Amer-
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ica, as well, there are tremendous quan-
tities of wheat. This war has, of course,
stopped all the normal channels of trans-
portation, and has prevented the ship-
ment of wheat from the countries which
ordinarily have a surplus, to those which
ordinarily have a deficiency of wheat.
Such a condition is not one which is
limited to America alone. Canada has
an enormous surplus—sufficient, as I un-
derstand, to feed the people of the British
Isles for almost 2 years, Argentina has
a great surplus. Argentina does not even
have an 85-percent parity level; and any
wheat available for purchase for export
and shipment abroad could probably be
bought today in Argentina at prices
which would be ridiculously low even con-
sidering the 85-percent-of-parity level in
the United States.

Mr. BILBO and Mr. BROOKS ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Georgia yield, and if
so, to whom?

‘'Mr. RUSSELL. I yield first to the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. BILBO. Let me ask the Ssznator
where the 420,000,000 people of Europe
and the Balkan States are getting their
wheat?

Mr. RUSSELL. 1 regret that news
from Germany and the cccupied coun-
tries is very scarce; but I have been led
to believe that the unfortunate people
who have come under the unholy dom-
ination of the Fascist states are being
denied almost the necessities of life,
and have practically nothing whatever
in the way of foodstuffs, or a mere pit-
tance, scarcely sufficient to hold body
and soul together.

I yield now to the Senator from Illi-
nois.

Mr. BROOES. Mr, President, I ap-
preciate very sincerely the difficulty
which has been presented by the surplus
of wheat and the lack of further storage
facilities; but I shall vote against the
pending amendment, as I opposed this
amendment in the committee, because
I believe it marks the beginning of a defi-
nite penalty which will be imposed on
the corn farmers of America. The chair-
man of the subcommittee has told the
Senate that there are in the United
States 10,000,000 hogs more than we
have ever had before. Thus, with the
prices of corn and wheat as they are
now and with wheat and corn being
sold at the present price for feed, there
will be no retrogression at all in the
production of hogs. There has been an
increase in beef cattle, and this amend-
ment, if agreed to, will in no way de-
crease the production of beef cattle. For
the purpose of feeding dairy cattle and
poultry, I believe the testimony will bear
out the statement that pound for pound
there is about the same value in wheat
as there is in corn.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct.

Mr. BROOEKS. If there is any urge
for patriotic service on anyone's part, I
think it should be a campaign on the
part of the Government to say to the
people of America that there has been
a failure to utilize this great guantity
of wheat, and urge its use in the de-
velopment of poultry and dairy cattle,
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and not make it available to be sold in
order to break down the structure of the
corn farmer of America.

Certainly, the farmer is going to pay a
great penalty as a result of this war, in
view of the difficulty in getting farm
machinery, the increased price of labor,
the resistance on the part of the Govern-
ment to have anything to do with the
fixing of wages, the constant drain by
industry pulling the young men off the
farm, and the necessity the farmer faces
of paying double the wages for less com-
petent help.

I hate to see this process started, be-
cause under the blanket of war produc-
tion and under the slogan “food for
freedom” I fear the foundation will be
torn from underneath the corn farmer
of America.

I desire to emphasize, Mr. President,
that if the pending amendment shall be
agreed to, and we let this wheat be sold
in competition with corn, knowing that
the prices of both are going down, and
knowing that the lack of facilities for
shipping is the real bottleneck of Amer-
ica, I believe that the Senate should now
inaugurate a special committee investi-
gation to ascertain why we have not
developed the machinery to utilize the
farm products of America so as to make
alcchol out of the grain of America, to
produce synthetic rubber. The new uses
of old products and new products of the
farm would relieve the situation and
would make this Nation self-sustaining,
capable of spreading its benefits over all
the world after this war shall have ended.

We shall be derelict, indeed, if we tear
this foundation from under the corn
farmer, and the wheat farmer, too, by
continued operation without utilizing
these commaedities to help make the prod-
ucts with which to conduct this war.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I can-
not appreciate the argument of the Sen-
ator from Illinois about tearing any floor
from under the prices received by the
corn farmer or the wheat farmer, because
I know of no law today that in any wise
controls the prices at which the commeod-
ities in question may be sold by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. As a matier
of fact, the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion is selling wheat today in the New
England States and in the Northeast gen-
erally at a price which is equivalent to 85
percent of corn parity for feed; and we
shall not be tearing out anything by
agreeing to this amendment. On the
contrary, we shall be establishing a floor
for the benefit of the corn farmer at 85
percent of parity. The corn farmer does
not have that protection today. Under
existing law, he has absolutely no floor.
The Commodity Credit Corporation, if
that agency should so desire, could mar-
ket corn tomorrow at 40 cents a bushel.
There is not a word of law to the con-
trary; and I challenge the Senator from
Illinois to point to a statute which in any
wise controls the Commeodity Credit Cor-
poration in the disposal of these surpluses.
There is no such law today; but if this
amendment shall be agreed to there will
be a prohibition against the sale at below
85 percent of parity, and to that extent
protection will be afforded the corn
producers.
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I may say to the Senator from Illinocis
that I have never regarded any part of
this amendment as being very effective,
and that I thought this whole matter
should be treated by means of general
legislation. However, insofar as protec-
tion is concerned, the creation of a floor
of 85 percent of corn parity will be the
first time the Congress has made any ex-
pression whatever in a law passed by it
which would limit the activities of the
Commodity Credit Corporation with re-
spect to the sale of these commodities.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. BROOKS. I think the Senator
from Georgia misunderstood me. I said
that this is the beginning of the process
of tearing the floor from underneath the
corn farmer and the wheat farmer, be-
cause there is a policy of the Congress
which has at least provided a theoretical
floor or a theoretical goal which has re-
sulted in pulling prices toward parity;
but with the increased wages which are
going to come and the increased cost of
living which is going to come because of
the scarcity of materials and the bidding
for them in the country. and with the in-
crease of other prices, I will state now
that within 1 year we shall hear objec-
tions on this floor to paying parity prices
to farmers. The farmer does not want
the Government to pay parity prices to
him. The farmer wants fair prices for
his goods; he wants equal prices for his
labor.

If the pending amendment be agreed
to, it will start the process of lowering
farm prices, and I say that within a short
time we shall hear arguments on this
floor to prevent Government parity pay-
ments to the farmers which will be nec-
essary to keep the prices they receive
within proper relationship to the income
of the rest of the people of the country.

Mr. RUSSELL. I desire to say to the
Senator from Illinois that if it becomes
apparent that the necessary amount of
money will not be available to pay the
corn farmers the difference between 85
percent of parity and 100 percent of
parity, I shall certainly be hapgy to join
him in upsetting any plan or program
which would permit the sale of these
commodities for less than parity; but I
do not anticipate that in the future the
opposition to parity payments, particu-
larly when they are made in connection
with such a program as this, will be any
move bitter than it has been in the past.

Mr. McNARY rose.

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am
pleased at the statement of the able
Senator from Georgia. I think, perhaps,
he overlooked the wisdom of placing em-
phasis on the categories in which these
crops fall. Any farmer may obtain a
loan of 85 percent of parity; or he is
free to sell his corn or wheat at any
price he chooses.

I may add further that we are not
today dealing with free corn; we are
dealing with corn that is owned by the
Commodity Credit Corporation, of which
there were but 66,000,000 bushels on the
1st day of May 1942, amounting to 5
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percent only of the corn on hand in
America on that date. In other words,
on May 1, 1942, there were in corncribs
and bins 1,400,000,000 bushels of corn,
all of it free corn, that may be sold at
any time the farmer desires at the price
of the Government loan, or 85 percent
of parity.

Of that amount of corn, 66,000,000
bushels only are controlled by the Fed-
eral Government, and the 66,000,000
bushels are less than 5 percent of the
corn in the country in stock or invoices
on the 1st day of May 1942. So we
are dealing now with 5 percent of the
corn, and that is all owned by the Gov-
ernment.

I did not favor the amendment pro-
posed by the committee until today,
when the able Senator placed a floor
under corn and under wheat, which is
about 85 percent of corn parity, or 84
cents a bushel.

The Commodity Credit Corporation
has sold 72,000,000 bushels of corn owned
by it since January 1 at 84 cents, which
is exactly 85 percent of parity. They
have now 66,000,000 bushels left. The
floor now proposed will prevent that
grain, corn or wheat, from being sold
at less than 85 percent of the parity of
corn.

I do not see now where the corn grower
has very much to complain about. If
this amendment shall be adopted, I think
he will receive something he has not
heretofore possessed by statutory law.
The Commodity Credit Corporation may
today sell corn for a nickel a bushel if
it wishes to, but if this amendment shall
be adopted it cannot sell corn at less
than 85 percent of parity. It could to-
day sell its own wheat at a nickel a
bushel. After this amendment shall
have been adopted, it cannot sell wheat
for feed for poultry or for livestock or
to the dairy interests at less than the
parity on corn, which is 84 cents a
bushel.

That is a new protection which the
growers of corn and wheat will receive
if this amendment shall be adopted.
They would not have had that assurance
had the amendment first reported been
adopted. Since the able Senator has
proposed this amendment I firmly believe
that the growers and producers of corn
will, under it, receive a new protection
that has heretofore been denied them.

I have not much sympathy for those
who would cling to the idea that the
structure we have placed around the price
of corn is going to be demolished. I
think that structure has been fortified
with a foundation of cement, and if those
interested will quiet themselves and take
this amendment as modified, I feel they
will have greater assurance than they
have ever had heretofore and that there
can be no dumping of wheat at less than
the parity price of corn at 84 cents a
bushel, and there can be no dumping of
corn at less than the parity price, which
is a protection which does not exist today.
Affer all we are dealing with only 5 per-
cent of all the corn in existence in this
country.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am
very grateful to the distinguished and
able Senator from Oregon for his obser-

~amount it could sell at any price.
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vations. We all know that in his ap-
proach to any problem affecting any of
the farmers of this Nation anywhere
the Senator from Oregon is not only fair
but he is recognized as an outstanding
authority on all farm questions.

I had a notation here as to the amount
of corn owned by the Government teday;
it slipped my mind to call it to the atten-
tion of the Senate, but had I done so I
would not have expressed myself nearly
so well as the Senator from Oregon has
done. As he has well said, the Govern-
ment today has control of only 66,000,000
bushels of corn, which is the entire
Under
existing law the Government could sell
it for 10 cents a bushel. If the com-
mittee amendment should be adopted it
would place a floor under the price of
that corn which would prevent the Gov-
ernment from selling it below approxi-
mately 83 cents a bushel, which is 85 per-
cent of corn parity. I appreciate the
Senator from Oregon calling that matter
to the attention of the Senate.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I hesi-
tate to encroach further upon the time
of the able Senator from Georgia, al-
though he is always generous; but I may
say that the 125,000,000 bushels of wheat
permitted to be sold for feed will go to the
dairy, cattle, and poultry industries of
the country, and the amount is infini-
testimal compared with the 1,300,000,000
surplus which will be on hand on August
1 this year,

Let me remind the Senator from
Georgia and other Senators that these
three industries, the cattle industry, the
poultry industry, and the dairy industry
are the three industries in America that
bring the largest gross income of all
agricultural activities and commodities.

Mr. RUSSELL. The statement of the
Seznator from Oregon is absolutely
correet.

As I have stated, the consideration of
this amendmenft in the committee has
been an unpleasant task. This com-
promise is not absolutely agreeable to
anybody, so far as I know, and for that
reason I infer that it is a reasonable and
fair compromise, It is not altcgether
pleasing to the administration. The ad-
ministration wished to have an abso-
lutely free hand in dealing with these
surplus commodities. The amendment
places a limitation of 85 percent of parity
price at which the corporation may sell
grain for feed. It also limits the amount
of wheat that may be disposed of to
125,000,000 bushels. While it is not al-
together pleasant to them, this propozal
will be accepted by the administration,
and the Department of Agriculture be-
lieve that it will enable them to relieve
the pressure for storage of wheat in the
Nation without too adverse an effect
upon the market value of corn.

Mr, LUCAS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I inquire, if I may, what
did the evidence disclose and what did the
Agricultural Department say as to what
they would do with this corn and wheat
when they sell it for feed purposes?

Mr. RUSSELL. The sales are of two
types. One is a class of sale to those who
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grind and prepare feed for animals and
poultry. In such cases the sales are
made under license, and the mill where
the mixing or preparing is done is super-
vised or policed by a representative of the
Department of Agriculture in order to
make sure that the grain actually goes
into feed.

Mr. LUCAS. If the Senator will yield
further, how long has that been going
on? I refer tothe practice of having the
processing supervised or policed.

Mr. RUSSELL. I think it has been
going on ever since the sale of some
20,000,000 bushels of corn to someone
who made a profit of 5 cents a bushel out
of it. The Senator from Illinois is
familiar with that instance.

Mr., LUCAS. That is the point I
wanted to bring out in order to ascertain
whether the Agricultural Department
was still selling corn or wheat to proc-
essors who in turn were selling it back to
the market, without actually feeding it
or actually processing it, and making a
profit on it. That has been done in the
past, as I understand. I wanted to
ascertain from the able Senator just
what safeguards the Agricultural De-
partment itself will set up in order that
there may be no repetition of such an
occurrence.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Illinois mentioned to me the incident
referred to involving the sale of twenty-
odd million bushels of corn. I, there-
fore, sent for officials of the Commodity
Credit Corporation after the hearing had
closed and examined them to asceriain
what steps were taken to prevent the
repetition of such an occurrence.

I was advised that in connection with
sales to the feed manufacturers they
were policing to see that the grain sold
for feed was actually devoted to that
purpose.

The other sales are made to the farm-
ers on the farms. There are many cases
of a hog farmer having some wheat on
storage. He can go to his county agri-
cultural committee and request the sale
of some of this wheat for feed purposes,
and if the local committee approves his
application and his showing that he does
not have corn available in sufficient
amount to feed the livestock on his own
farm, the committee might permit him
to purchase a sufficient amount of wheat
with which to feed. If he does not have
the wheat on his own farm and does not
have sufficient for feed, the county com-
mittee will permit him to purchase from
his neighbors’ bins, or will approve his
applicaticn for a certain amount of
wheat, after a showing that it will be fed
to livestock on the farmer’s place. I was
impressed that if the Department was
doing what it said it was doing, it was
examining and policing this matter
about as well as it could be done.

As I have said, while the pending pro-
posal is not what the administration
ask, they do say it will enable them to
take the pressure off wheat, and I am
advised that it would be accepted.

The propesal is not altogether pleasing
to the wheat interests. Some- of our
friends from the wheat-producing areas
were very much opposed to the limita-
tion of 85 percent of corn parity., Some
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of them were very much opposed to plac-
ing any limitation on the amount of
wheat which could be sold by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. In an effort
to deal fairly with the corn producers,
and place a limitation of 125,000,000
bushels as the total which could be sold,
we also provide by the amendment pend-
ing that it could not be sold below a
price equal to 85 percent of corn parity.

The representatives from the States
which are primarily devoted to the pro-
duction of corn have indicated that they
do not approve this amendment, and
other statements to the same effect will
be made by some of those who have not
as yet expressed themselves on the floor
of the Senate. But I wish to point out to
the Senate that, while they are inter-
ested in preserving this principle of 100
percent parity in the market place on the
feed corn and wheat now heing dis-
cussed, as well as on all corn and wheat
used for other purposes, they ecannot
fairly complain that the action of the
Senate in adopting this amendment
would reduce the actual income of the
farmers below 100 percent of parity, for
under the terms of the bill, parity pay-
ments will be made in an amount suffi-
cient to supplement the price, and to
enable the corn farmer to have 100 per-
cent parity of income.

The committee has done the best it
could with this question, and I have en-
deavored to give the facts, as well as I
could remember them, as they were pre-
sented to the committee.

Some question arose as to the amount
of parity payments necessary to be made
to bring the corn farmer to full 100 per-
cent of parity. According to the table
which I have here, if the agricultural
conservation program payments are in-
cluded as provided in the bill, and the
worst comes to the worst, and the corn
is all sold for as low as 85 percent of
parity, it will require $97,000,000 to bring
the corn farmers’ income to full 100 per-
cent of parity. As I stated earlier, no
man can say today what the market
trend of commodities will be within the
next few weeks or months, or, indeed, in
the next few days, because we are living
in a very abnormal period.

I think the amendment is fair, that it
will enable the wheat farmer to find a
place in which to store his grain, and to
take advantage of the 85-percent loan,
and that it will save for the Nation a
great income loss which is bound to re-
sult if there is no place of storage for the
wheat.

It may cause the corn farmer to get
less than 100 percent of parity in the
market place, as our friends apprehend,
but it assures to him full parity income
from parity payments, and, more than
that, the amendment will put a floor of
85 percent of parity under corn, whereas
there is absolutely no protection what-
ever to the corn producer today, and no
limitation upon the powers of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. The com-
mittee has done its best, and I hope that
the amendment as amended will be
agreed to by the Senate.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I de-
sire to discuss a few phases of the psnd-
ing question, but before speaking of par-
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ticular elements I wish to discuss I pref-
“ace my remarks by the statement that,
contrary to the hopes expressed by some
of the newspapers in Washington and
elsewhere, there is not a fight going on
in the so-called farm bloc. I have been
in this bedy for several years, and was a
member of the House for several years,
and in the time I have been in Congress, -
if there has been a farm bloe, I have not
been invited to join it. I am one of the
dirt farmers, as I have stated here time
and time again. I represent in part the
greatest agricultural State in the United
States. That statement is not made with
any invidious purpose, but is based on the
record. If there were a farm bloc here
and a bloc system of legislation in vogue,
a proper one, I should like to be a mem-
ber of it. 7

I have sat on the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry year after year with
Members of this body from the cotton-
growing sections, from the wheat-grow-
ing sections, from the vegetable-growing
sections, from the fruit-growing sections,
from the corn and the wheat and the live-
stock-growing sections, and I have never
found a time when the Senators from
those constituencies were not ready to
make every reasonable concession, and
give their support to the enactment of
legislation for the welfare of the country,
and in many instances they have made
concessions which they would not have
made if they had been selfish in their at-
titude for their particular constituencies.
8o I wish to say to the Washington news-
papers and to any of the other news-
papers which are making similar state-
ments that there is no fight in the agri-
cultural bloe, if one exists, and there is
no greedy agricultural group.

If there is anyone any more patriotic,
more willing to make concessions, than
the men representing these constituen-
cies, I do not know who they are. If
there are any people in the United States
who are any more patriofic, any more
ready to make concession and to give
help to the war program than those living
in the agricultural sections, I do not know
who they are. If the proposal in the
pending appropriation bill which we are
now discussing, placed there by the
House, were left as it came over from the
House, I should not be on the floor of the
Senate today saying a word. I should
then feel as I feel ncw, that the provision
piaced in the bill is an ineffectual, useless
thing; but I should like to have the Mem-
bers of the Senate keep in mind that it
was an expression of opinion.

What is the provision as it came from
the other House? If provides:

That none of the fund made available by
this paragraph shall be used for adminis-
trative expences connected with the sale of

Government-owned or Government-con-
trolled stocks.

To what agency does the appropriation
make these funds available? To the
Commodity Credit Corporation. What
is the Commecdity Credit Corporation?
It is a private corporation set up under
the laws of the State of Dslaware, under
governmental authority. It is a legal
child, born in lawful wedlock, under a
statute enacted by the legislative body

and signed by the Exzcutive, .The pres-



1942

ent administration is a child born ouf of
wedlock, with Executive parentage, under
Executive order. The powers of the
Commodity Credit Corporation were
turned over to the Department of Agri-
culture, again by the President's Execu-
tive order, issued under authority we
conferred on him under the act for the
reorganization of Government depart-
ments. By Executive order he turned
the authority over to the Agricultural
Marketing Administration. That can be
changed tomorrow by E=xecutive order
and the power placed elsewhere. The
powers do not exist in.this group by au-
thority of law except as the law has been
exercised on authority delegated by the
Congress to the executive department.

I am not criticizing the exercise of the
authority we gave to the President, and
he has probably reposed the authority in
the proper place, but I am calling atten-
tion to the fact that the language as
drafted merely prchibits the use of the
funds in the payment of administrative
expenses in connection with the sale of
these Government-owned or Govern-
ment-controlled stocks of farm com-
modities,

How is a check to be made to deter-
mine whether the Agricultural Market-
ing Administration is abiding by the in-
struction? Is a check to be made by the
General Accounting Office? All in the
world they need to do is to step to the
telephone and call. An entry may be
made by a bookkeeper, a letter may be
written by a stenographer, but the pay-
ments are made out of the general ad-
ministrative appropriation.

It is not necessary to use a nickel of
this amount; so as a matter of fact the
proposal is absolutely ineffective; but, it
is an expression of legislative attitude.

Some time ago, as the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] said that he, the
eminent Senator from Alabama [Mr.
BankHEAD], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. THoMas] and the present speaker
joined in presenting a substantive pro-
posal in the Senate prohibiting the con-
trol of these stocks of farm commodities
so as to utilize them in driving down the
farmer’s price below parity, possibly, and
I shall allude to that in a moment. We
did not try to come in by the back door
and place in an appropriation bill a limi-
tation on departmental expenditures, but
we provided for an out-and-out prohibi-
tion against certain action being taken.
The proposal to which I referred passed
the Senate by more than a 2-to-1
vote. There we find the expression of
the Senate’s viewpoint. The measure
went to the House. The House has not
as yet acted on it. The only time the
House acted on anything approaching
this proposal was by placing a provision
in this appropriation bill in the ineffec-
tive way to which I have alluded.

Why was it done? Because when our
proposal was adopted by the Senate by
more than a two-thirds majority certain
executive powers in the Government
served notice that if the measure were
passed it would be vetoed. That is a con-
stitutional and a proper exercise of power
on the part of the Executive department.
In the place of such a proposal as that
submitted by the four Senators to whom I
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referred, which was adopted by the Sen-
ate, we find this abortive thing which has
been placed in this appropriation bill in
the hope that the President will not veto
it, because at the same time he would be
vetoing a departmental appropriation
bill. That is what is before us. I will
say to the able Senator from Georgia
that, even if the measure had been re-
ported in that way, ineffective, useless,
improper as I think the proposal is, I
should have made no objection to it, be-
cause it would be, so far as the record
shows, a 100-percent expression of the
opinion of the associate branch of the
Congress that it did not want to see an
agency of this Government which had
taken surpluses off the market to support
prices drive down the prices of the farm
commodities in question and prevent
them from reaching a parity position.
It was a 100-percent expression of opin-
ion on the other side of the Capitol, and
a better than 2-to-1 expression of opin-
ion by the Senate.

Mr, President, I say this in all kindness
to the Senator from Georgia. I love him.
He cooperated with us. While he did not
express himself, my esteemed brother
Senator from Alabama [Mr. BsyKHEAD]
did, and fought here manfully hour after
hour to maintain the principle for which
we have fought here for 10 years in trying
to put agriculture in a parity position
with other industry.

Mr. President, in the face of that bet-
ter than 2-to-1 expression of opinion in
the Senate, in the face of a 100-percent
expression of opinion, so far as the record

- shows, on the House side, as embodied in

the bill, the Senate committee now comes
forward and abandons that for which we
fought, the structure which it took 10
years to build. The committee proposes
to undermine that structure and to de-
stroy it.

Senators, do not think it is simply to
provide for an exigency now existing in
the wheat situation; what is proposed to
be done would result in destroying a prin-
ciple, Perhaps my judgment is wrong;
perhaps the principles for which I stand
are wrong; but I never traded them off
to meet an emergency situation. Repre-
senting, as I do, a corn constituency, I
will say that the corn farmers will make
any concession which it is proper to
make, but we shall take a firm position
against any proposal which involves the
destruction of a principle in which we
helieve.

I do not know whether all Senators
favor the crop-control method of han-
dling the farm problem, but that is the
policy of this Government, and has been
its policy ever since 1933. That is why
the Senate and the House rose up and
said, “When  you take off the market
farm surpluses to enable the farmers to
reach a parity position with industry
we will not permit you to use the same
surpluses to drive down the market.”

When surpluses are taken off the mar-
ket for the purpose of keeping them out
of the market in order to maintain prices,
the surpluses, if they are allowed to be a
threat, hang like a sword of Damocles
over the market and drive it down. Let

~me say to the Senate that whenever there

is a mention in the press that Congress
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is about to reverse itself on the mainte-
nance of the parity principle, the market
for wheat and corn breaks in Chicago
from one and a half to three cents.
Every time John Jones takes a load of
corn to the elevator in a little town in
Iowa or in a little town in some other
State, or Bill Smith in Oklahoma takes a
load of wheat to town, or a farmer in
Montana or in Oregon takes a load of
grain to town, he suffers that loss, be-
cause the price is made for him—where?
It is not made by him, but by the grain
exchange.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Doxey in the chair). Does the Senator
from Iowa yield to the Senator from
Illinois?

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Iowa
is making a very able argument for the
maintenance of parity, for which the
Congress of the United States has worked
for a period of from 10 to 15 years.
Everyone in Congress has been in agree-
ment with respect to that principle. A
moment ago the able Sznator from Ore-
gon [Mr, McNaryl, in speaking of the
amendment now pending providing that
only 125,000,000 bushels of wheat shall
be permitted to be sold, said that is
simply an infinitesimal amount com-
pared with the half billion bushels of
wheat which are in the bins at the pres-
ent time in reserve, along with the 1,000,-
000,000 bushels expected to be produced
this year. I, however, in this premise
must assume that the war will last for
a long time, though I hope it will not.

Mr. GILLETTE. God forbid, but it
may last for a long time.

Mr. LUCAS. The only way we can
plan successfully to win the war is to
lock at it on the basis of a long period
of time. If the amendment is agreed to,
and the Department of Agriculture is
permitted to sell 125,000,000 bushels of
wheat anywhere and everywhere, includ-
ing the corn area, which in the final an-
alysis is going to need more of it than
any other place, that will be just the
beginning. If we have another year of
war, and another bumper crop of wheat,
which we will probably have next year,
it may mean 250,000,000, or 300,000,000,
or 400,000,000 bushels which the Depart-
ment will want to sell under this program.
Under such legislation I visualize the pos-
sibility of a distinet injury to the corn
farmer of America. I do not care how
much he- raises or how much he feeds,
if the proposed legislation is enacted into
law it seems to me it will b2 the begin-
ning of a threat which will hang over
the corn farmer, so far as the corn
farmer being able to obtain a near parity
or parity price for his corn is concerned.

Mr. President, if there ever was a time
in the history of the country when the
American farmer should receive parity
price for his grain, it is now. There is
more money in the country now than
there ever was before in its history.
More people are working now than ever
hefore. People are more able to pay
parity price in this country than they
ever were before in its history. I have
stocd on the Senate floor time and time
again and said that the American farmer
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did not want a dole, that he did not want
a hand-out, and if the time ever came
when, through the law of supply and de-
mand, the American farmer could obtain
parity price for his corn, his wheat, and
his cotton, I for one would be the first
individual to urge the repeal of legis-
lation existing on the statute books which
is not in harmony with the law of sup-
ply and demand, and urge that we forego
the legislative machinery which exists in
the Department of Agriculture and
throughout the country, and permit the
law of supply and demand once again to
rule. This, Mr. President, is not an in-
flationary amendment. This will in no
way disturb or dislocate a fundamental
economy now existing.

Mr. President, let it be understood that
I am not against soil conservation and
all the other beneficial laws affecting
agriculture which have been enacted
under President Roosevelt’s administra-
tion. I think what this administration
has done for the American farmer has
been the greatest boon fo the agricul-
tural community in the history of our
country. Many times the Senator from
Iowa [Mr, GitrerTE], the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], and I, along with
other Sznators, have stood on the floor
of the Senate and fought for this very
thing which it seems to me we are now
beginning somewhat to abandon through
what seems to be a sort of an innocent
amendment, the purpese of which is to
bring the wheat out and permit it to be
sold and fed throughout the country.

Mr, President, I simply wanted to make
this statement at this point in the argu-
ment, for whatever it is worth, because
I believe that once we permit the nose
of the camel to come under the tent,
through this amendment, we may rue the
day, and that is especially true if we
have a long, sustained war.

Let me make g further observation.
There was a basic reason, and always
has been, for mandatory corn laws in
this country, because of the fact that we
feed 85 percent of the corn we raise in
the Corn Belt section to the cattle and
the hogs. But if we bring in wheat to
compete with corn for feeding we shall
begin to see a larger surplus of corn.
The 85 percent we feed will be substan-
tially decreased because wheat will be
in competition with corn. The basic
soundness of mandatory corn loans is
seriously challenged. The entire loan
program may fail through its own ex-
cessive weight. Heretofore surplus
wheat has gone abroad, and Liverpool
has furnished the market for wheat; but
Liverpool never furnished a market for
corn.

A mandatory corn loan is economically
sound and socially desirable, but I have
always doubted the economic soundness
of the mandatory loans on cotion and
wheat, because the surplus had to be
sold abroad. The foreign market con-
trolled the market here.

Let me say in conclusion that after all
the thing in which we are all interested
more than anything else is the war ef-
fort. No one in the Senate has been
more insistent in attempting to eliminate
the differences which exist among Mem-
bers of the Senate on all these guestions
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in order to promote harmony, thereby
promoting the war effort. However, in
Justice and fairness, I believe that the
corn farmer has a right to make this
protest at this particular time. ;

The able Senator from Georgia is an
expert on cotton. If the cotton farmers
of the South were in the same position
as are the Corn Belt farmers in the
North, there would be a pretty hot fight
on the floor of the Senate. I do not
blame Senators representing the cotton
farmers. I like them. They certainly
protect their constituents every time a
measure is before Congress which might
be adverse to the cotton farmers. They
fight against it. That is what they
should do. The other day a distinguished
Senator frem the South said to a friend
of mine from Illinois, “¥You have no-
body in the Corn Belt who will fight for
his rights.” My record for fighting for
the American farmer in the 7 years I
have been a Member of the Congress
speaks for itself. -

Mr. President, I conscientiously believe
that what little contribution I am mak-
ing, if any, or what vote I may make here
is in no way crippling the war effort.

I am not attempting to promote any
argument on the floor of the Senate. I
merely wish to state our position as I see
it. I am willing to abide by the decision
of the Senate, and let it go at that. We
will get along as best we can. I realize
that we all have to give and take. In
my State we have one and a half million
acres of wheat. I have wheat on my
farms in Illinois. I do not know what
we are going to do with it. Neverthe-
less, we have it. However, corn is the
chief product, and it is one of the basic
products of America. I dislike to see
legislation which may injure the future
price of corn. And may I say that in
this assumption I hope that I am wrong?

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Iilinois for his
correct and very helpful presentation.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yieid?

Mr, GILLETTE. 1 yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I appreciate the
statement which the Senator from Illi-
nois has made about the fight which
Senators and Representatives from cot-
ton~-producing States make to protect
the interests of their constituents. My
only regret is that the Senator from
Illinois did not make that statement
down in Georgia or in the Cotton Belt.
I can assure him that we have been sub-
jected to the most serious criticism by
our constituents because of the fact that
the payment per acre for land which is
taken out of corn cultivation, and the
payment per acre for land which is taken
out of wheat cultivation under the con-
servation program are more than the
amount of the payment for land taken
out of cotton production.

I appreciate the remarks of the Sena-
tor, and I only wish they were frue. I
wish we had been able to protect and
promote our interests. However, I do not
think that discussion serves any useful
purpose. Farmers producing each com-
modity naturally fee! that they are dis-
criminated against in certain cases. I
think that, by and large, those of us who
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have been interested in giving the farm-
ers of the Nation an opportunity to exist
and to have an income even remotely
comparable to that of those engaged in
other lines of endeavor have been rather
unselfish, on the whole, in our approach
to the problem. I am certainly not strik-
ing at the corn farmers in any way in
promoting this amendment.

I was interested in hearing the Sena-
tor from Illinois say that the effect of the
amendment would be to get the camel’s
nose under the tent with respect to sell-
ing certain commeodities at less than
parity. The whole camel is now under
the tent. There is no limitation or re-
striction anywhere which would prevent
the Commodity Credit Corporation from
selling surplus steck at any price it
might deem proper. The effect of the
amendment would be to gt the camel
out from under the tent and put a floor
of 85 percent of parity under the sale of
grains for feed.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GILLETTE. 1 yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I merely wish to make a
brief reply to my able and distinguished
friend from Georgia, for whom I have the
utmost respect.

Mr. RUSSELL. I can assure the Sen- '

ator that the feeling is reciprocated.

Mr. GILLETTE. Let me assure both
Senators that each of them has good rea-
son for his respect for the other, if that
will be of any help fo them.

Mr. LUCAS. No one is more capable
or more interested in agricultural prob-
lems than is the Senator from Georgia.
I merely wish to say to him that if his
constituency in Georgia is giving him
any trouble in connection with the cot-
ton problem, I know a couple of corn-fed
Senators who would be glad to go there
sometime and help him out in a cam-
paign. :

Mr. RUSSELL. I am deeply grateful
to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. GILLETTE. Nothing would give
me greater pleasure than to endorse
everything the Senator from Illinois has
said concerning the Senator from Geor-
gia, if he needed any such endorsement.
His labors have been ceaseless and valu-
able in all phases of the farm problem.

The fact remains that cotton may not
be sold below a parity position; rice may
not be sold below a parity position; to-
bacco may not be sold below a parity
position; but, under the terms of the
proposal now before the Senate, the
other two commodities, wheat and corn,
may be sold below parity. The proposal
before us would do away with the pesi-
tion of 85 percent of parity for wheat.
Parity for wheat is $1.33 plus. Eighty-
five percent of parity is $1.13 plus. The
price of wheat on the farm today is 99.6
cents; and under the terms of the
amendment sound wheat could be sold
for feed at 83.2 cents, or 85 percent of
parity for corn. It is called a floor.
There is no floor under the Commodity
Credit Corporation today in selling such
produets.

In that connection I should like to
quote from an editorial writer in yester-
day morning’s Washington Post. When
I read the editorial pages of Washington
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newspapers I often think of the lines from
Oliver Goldsmith’s Deserted Village:

And still they gazed, and still the wonder

grew.
That one small head could carry all he knew,

I have been astounded at the wisdom
which is concentrated in the minds of
the editorial writers of some of the
‘Washington newspapers. They are om-
niscient. Yesterday morning one of
them delivered himself of this valuable
nugget of wisdom:

The utter outrageousness of the proposal
to bar sales of corn and wheat below parity
is easily demonstrated. For instance, the
Government now owns about 320,000,000
bushels of wheat. Recently it offered wheat
for sale as livestock feed at prices equivalent
to about B5 percent of parity. It managed
to dispose of only 1,560,000 bushels. What
chance, then, for disposing of wheat at parity
levels? And what excuse can the farm bloc
offer for trying to boost feedstuff prices to
levels that would squeeze the farmers them-
selves as well as other consumers?

If the Commodity Credit Corporation
was able to sell only 1,560,000 bushels of
wheat at 85 percent of parity why did it
not lower the price? It has full authority
to do so. It sold corn and shipped it to
an alcohol-distilling company in Phila-
delphia, paid 41 cents a hundred freight
on it from the Mississippi River, and 38
cents to the distiller for processing it,
netting less than 5 cents a bushel to the
marketing corporation.

Why does it not lower the price? Be-
cause it does not want to fly in the face
of an expression by the Congress in sup-
port of a principle for which we have
fought for 10 years to put agriculture in
a parity position. Two-thirds of the
Senate said, “You cannot do it.” One
hundred percent of the House said, “You
cannot do it.” The Corporation does not
have the “guts” to do it without coming
to Congress, and it wants us to give 1t
legislative authority. Then when it

. breaks the market its officers will say,
“You directed us to do it. You receded
from your position to break the market.
You took away the prohibition and told
us to go ahead. We are proceeding un-
der your authority.”

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, GILLETTE. 1 yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. The trouble with my
good friend from Iowa is that he has
fallen into the error which so many
others have committed, of believing what
he reads in the editorial columns of the
Washington Post.

Mr. GILLETTE. Oh, no. Accuse me
of anything but that.

Mr, RUSSELL. The Senator stated
that the Corporation had not sold any
considerable quantity of wheat for feed.
As a matter of fact, before the hearings
on this bill were concluded it had sold
22,000,000 bushels of wheat for feed, at a
price 4 cents below 85 percent of corn
parity. Under the terms of this amend-
ment it could not sell it below 85 per-
cent of corn parity. Today it is proceed-
ing to sell all the wheat it can for feed.
It was stated before the committee that
it had already sold 22,000,000 bushels of
wheat for feed, and was proposing to sell
as much of it as possible for feed.
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So the things to which the Senator
refers as having a detetring effect on the
Department have absolutely proved to be
no restraint whetever, They have not
restrained the Department. It is selling
wheat for feed today.

Mr. GILLETTE. Very well. Let me
say to the Senator that it is perfectly
all right with me. Whether the com-
mittee amendment is agreed to or
whether it is voted down, I shall move to
strike out that provision, which is an
attempted sanction by the legislative
branch of Government of the destruc-
tion of the Nation's agricultural economy.
Then if the Department wants to take
the onus, and fiy in the face of the ex-
pression of the Senate and of the other
House, and sell 1,560,000 bushels, let
them go ahead. I desire to refer to that
in a moment; but before doing so I see
that my good friend the senior Senator
from Montana is present. He will do
some yeoman work. I want him to come
to my support, because I become fright-
ened when I am on my feet, and I need
his support.

In that connection, speaking of the
parity provision, let me read the report
of the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis-
trator, written the first of this year. I
refer to Mr. Evans, who is now the farm
member of the Federal Reserve Board.
He said:

Parity remains the goal, and the abundant
production of American farmers is the best
possible assurance to consumers and others
that food is going to continue to be forth-
coming at prices fair to both consumers and
farmers. To the extent that increases in
food prices represent parity prices to farmers,
these increases are justified, and prices which
consumers in fairness should be willing to
pay. F
However, the price paid to the farmer rep-
resents only a portion of the price paid by
the consumer. The rest of the consumer's
dollar goes to middlemen, such as processors,
handlers, tnd distributors. Actually, the
middlemen collectively get a larger portion
of the consumer’s food dollar than does the
farmer. Thus, the farmer properly is as
much concerned with the margin going to
the middlemen as is the consumer.

During the first half of 1941 farmers re-

celved only a little over a cent from the sale
of a loaf of white bread retailing at almost
8 cents on the average. The producer’s share
of a T-cent package of cornflakes averaged
less than a cent and a half. Cotton growers
got about 8 cents for producing the material
in a dollar cotton shirt.
. The average workingman pald $415 for food
in 1929, but at the prices prevailing in the
first half of 1941 the same food cost only
#327, or about a fifth less. Thus, in spite of
some rises in food prices, the city consumer's
food-buying power in 1940-41 was the highest
since the World War,

To digress for a moment, let me call
the attention of Senators who come from
wheat-producing States to Mr. Evans'
statement as to the position of the ad-
ministration on wheat surpluses:

Three measures are designed to keep ex-
cess wheat off the market:

(1) The farmer is encouraged to store the

production in excess of his quota on his farm

or in a public warehouse. To guarantee that
he will keep this wheat in storage, he is asked
to deposit a bond or cash with the county
Agricultural Adjustment Administration
committee. As an inducement for storing
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bhis excess, he is offered a loan on the ex-
cess at 60 percent of the regular rate, pro-
vided it is stored in a granary approved for
loans, * & %

(2) The farmer may turn his marketing
excess over to the Government to be taken
out of trade channels and used for relief
purposes or other noncommercial uses.

(3) The farmer may pay the marketing
penalty. which in 1241 was 49 cents a bushel,
50 percent of the national basic lcan rate of
98" cents.

If the farmer wanted to go ahead and
market it and pay the penalty for the
amount over the quota, he had the right
to do so.

Before I leave the question of relative
income, let me say that yesterday the jun-
for Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp]—
I wish he were present here—quoted from
a letter from Henry Morgenthau, Secre-
tary of the Treasury, in which he referred
to the 20-percent increase in farm in-
come and suggested that the farmers
should be satisfied with such an increase.

In that connection, let me say that I
draw a salary of $10,000 a year, perhaps
under false pretenses, but nevertheless I
draw a salary of $10,000 a year as a Sen-
ator from the State of Iowa. If, out of
that $10,000, I were to give Mrs. Gil-
lette $1 for household expenses, and
then were to decide, in generosity, to in-
crease it 20 percent, and give her a dollar
and twenty cents, what good would that
do her? ;

When we are talking about a 20-per-
cent increase, the guestion arises, What
is the relative position? Let me cite fig-
ures stated by an esteemed Representa-
tive of the State of Missouri, Hon. CLar-
ENCE CaANNON, as his remarks appear in
the ConGrESsIONAL RECORD of recent date.

In Mr. Morgenthau'’s letter which was
quoted yesterday a comparison was made
bhetween farm income in 1932 and the in-
creased farm income in 1941, Listen to
this:

The total national income in 1932 was
$48,355,000,000. The national income in
1941 was $80,350,000,000—almost double,
representing an increase of approxi-
mately 170 percent.

In 1932 the nonfarm income was $46,-
000,000,000, out of $48,000,000,000. In
1941 it was $75.000,000,000 out of $80,-
000,000,000.

The farmers represent approximately
33 percent of the population; but in 1932
the farmers’ share of the national in-
come was 3.7 percent; and in 1941, the
fizures for which the Secretary of the
Treasury pointed as a wonderful factual
presentation of the improved position of
the farmer, the farmers, representing
substantially one-third of the population
of the Nation, received 5.8 percent of the
national income.

Oh, we are told that the cost of living
is going up, and that to meet the in-
creased costs of living, wages must be in-
creased. Wages have been increased,
and I am not raising any objection to
that. Wages have been increased to
meet the increased cost of living. To-
day there is a bill before Congress which
proposes, in order to meet the increased
cost of living and to provide increased
purchasing power, that the salary of
every one of the Federal employees shall
be increased so much a year. That bill,
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designed to enable the Federal workers
to meet the increased cost of living, will
be before the Senate in a very short time.

The farmers constitute one-third of
the population of the country. They are
consumers as well as producers. They
are originators of every nickel’s worth of
new wealth which is produced; yet, in-
stead of putting them in a comparable
relative position with other consumers
Senators sponsoring the amendment
come before the Senate under cover of
an exigency—and I say that in all kind-
ness; they do not do it purposely—and
say, “We will take the props ocut from
under your purchasing power as a con-
sumer. We will not let you have the
parity position for which you fought
for years.”

Mr, RUSSELL rose.

Mr. GILLETTE. I see that the Sen-
ator from Georgia is on his feet. I shall
yield to him in a few moments. In the
meantime I ask him, please, to wait.

Mr. RUSSELL. I can well understand
why the Senator does not want to yield
to me at this juncture.

Mr. GILLETTE. If the Senator will
be patient with me, I shall yield to him
in a mement.

Mr. RUSSELL. I can understand why
the Senator does not want to yield to me
at this time.

Mr. GILLETTE. If the Senator will
be patient with me I shall give him every
chance to reply. Perhaps the Senator
may consider that I am being unkind to
him.

Mr. RUSSELL. I think the Senator
has made a statement which is not justi-
fied by the facts; and it was for the pur-
pose of calling attention to that matter
that I rose.

Mr. GILLETTE. Very well; I now
yield to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator said that
this amendment, if agreed to, would im-
pair the purchasing power of the farmer.
I pointed out that the 15-percent differ-
ence between the 85 percent of parity
and the 100 percent of parity would be
paid to the farmer out of the Federal
Treasury.

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes.

Mr. RUSSELL. Therefore, as a result
of feeding grain at a lower price, the
farmer would be able to buy more com-
modities. The corn farmer would have
a 15-percent additional parity payment.

So certainly the figures which the Sen-
ator quoted in regard to the corn farm-
ers’ parity position income are not cor-
rect. I have voted year after year to
increase the farmers’' income; but the
pending amendment does not involve any
question of increasing the farmers’ in-
come. If the sale of wheat at 15 percent
below the parity price of corn should beat
down the corn farmer’s income to 85 per-
cent of parity, under this bill provision
is made for the payment of 15 percent of
parity to the farmer from the Federal
Treasury.

So, in supporting the amendment pro-
posed by the committee, I am not oppos-
ing the farmers,

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GILLETTE. 1Ishall yield in a mo-
ment, but I ask the Senator to wait until
I reply to the Senator from Georgia.
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The Senator from Georgia is correct in
the statement tHat it is intended to sup-
plement the farmer’s income by parity
payments from the United States Treas-
ury, if and when made.

In an adjunct to the table which was
put into the ConcressioNnaL REecorp by
Representative Canwon, it was shown
that the farmer’s share of the national
income, when parity payments and soil-
conservation payments were added, was
6.6 percent of the entire national income.
In addition, let me say to the Senator
from Georgia that the agricultural com-
munities do not want to be on a dole. All
they want is an opportunity to work as
the rest of the Nation works and to re-
ceive a fair return. They do not want to
depend on a position based on “if and
when” parity payments are made avail-
able,

I say to the Senator that in this hill
authority is provided to reapprecpriate
unexpended balances of sums previously
made available for parity payments, and
such other sums as may be necessary to
give the farmers full parity; but that
depends on future action, if and when
such sums are made available by the Con-
gress. The farmers do not want any
“if and when” position. All they want is
an opportunity to work and to receive a
fair return.

Before I yield to the Senator from
Montana let me point out that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture was quoted many
times as saying that if corn and wheat
prices were allowed to go to parity the
result would be to add $1,000,000,000 to
the cost of living of the consumers of the
country. I do not have before me a copy
of the letter which I addressed to the
Secretary asking him on what basis his
assertion was made that allowing grain
and.foodstuffs to go to parity would mean
an increase of a billion dollars in the
consumer’s cost of living. I read this ex-
cerpt from his reply, which was dated
March 4, 1942:

In answer to your request of February 27,
I am enclosing a copy of the statements upon
which the estimates of certain possible in-
creases in the cost of food to consumers were
based.

I skip to this point in the letter:

I should also call your attention to the
fact that these estimates make some allow-
ance—

Mark this—

these estimates make some allowance for an
accompanying advance in the margins or
charges of processors, wholesalers, and re-
tailers bascd upon typical behavior in the
past. But I believe, and I think you will
agree, that any substantial increase in raw
product prices will certainly be used as a
basis for pyramiding or increasing middle-
men’'s costs, at least as soon as current in-
ventories are worked off.

There is the answer to the assertion
that an increase in farm prices will re-
sult in an increased cost of a billion
dollars to the consumers. The Secre-
tary of Agriculture, who made that state-
ment, says that he envisioned distribu-
tion costs, processing costs, the middle-
men’s costs, the handlers’ costs, the
profiteers’ costs, and the racketeers’ costs,
which would be piled on to take their
toll of the consumers’ dollar. All that
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is envisioned in the assertion of a bil-
lion-doliar increase in living costs.

Mr. President, the livestock industry
has been referred to as being placed in
an unfortunate position. I have before
me a letter from the United States Live-
stock Association, from which I read the
following excerpt:

Farmers do not want subsidies; they merely
want fair prices for the sale of their prod-
ucts. Farmers want to conserve financial re-
sources to win the war, believing it unneces-
sary to burden the Treasury. This is the
first time in many years the farmers can
obtain equitable prices for their preducts.

I also have a letter of the president
of the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, and, Mr. President, at the conclu-
sion of my remarks I ask unanimous
consent that it and the tables accom-
panying it be printed in the REcorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit A.)

Mr, GILLETTE. Mr, President, I wish
to refer to the April 15 position of hogs,
cattle, and feed. On April 15 the United
States parity price for hogs was $10.98;
the average farm price was $13.48. For
cattle on the 15th of April the United
States parity price was $8.18; the average
farm price was $10.71. For beef steers at
Chicago, choice and prime, the parity
equivalent was $13.33; the average price
$15.56. For cattle rated as good the par-
ity equivalent was $12.02; the average
price $13.70. The point is that the live-
stock interests have no objection what-
ever to this proposal; they are now in a
price position where they are supporting
the proposal, and have so advised me, so
that the grain farmers may receive a fair
return.

Mr. President, I do not want to speak
unduly long on this question. I desire to
go back to the basic question which is at
issue, but before doing that let me say
that, for one, I was opposed to the pro-
duction control method of meeting the
farm problem. I believed then, and I be-
lieve now, that the ultimate solution is
in the development of new uses. I should
have been glad if the Senator from Mon-
tana had remained in the Chamber while
I discussed this matter, but I do not
blame him for leaving.

By the direction of the Senate, under
orders to the chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, there was
set up a subcommittee to study the uses
for farm products. During the last 3 or
4 weeks we have developed astounding
information, and I desire to take advan-
tage of this opportunity to ask Senators
for help. We are not coming here, as
some subcommittees have done, to ask
for more money to carry on our very
excellent work. The committee was
given $5,000; we have spent less than
$500, and I believe we will not spend any
more than another hundred or two hun-
dred dollars. It has been developed be-
fore the subcommittee that the war needs
of this country in the way of rubber are
so acute as to be almost desperate. The
estimates of the needs have been raised
by the rubber board from 100,000 tons in
December to 800,000 tons now, with the
probability of 1,200,000 tons in 1943. We
have demonstrated by a procession of
scientists, without exception and without
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dispute, that there can be produced syn-
thetic rubber from petroleum sources and
from agricultural sources on a competi-
tive basis. It has been shown to our
committee that plants could be estab-
lished for the utilization of farm
products.

Mr. WHEELER entered the Chamber.

Mr. GILLETTE. I am glad the Sen-
ator from Montana has returned. Let me
say to him that I was referring to the
very excellent work that he, the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Norris], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. McNary], the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr, Tromas], and my
own humble self have been trying to do
in connection with the utilization of
farm surpluses. We have had demon-
strated to us that plants for the utiliza-
tion of farm products can be established
at one-tenth the cost of the critical ma-
terials, in one-third the time, and that
synthetic rubber and alcohol can be pro-
duced from that source on a competitive
basis with any other type or process. Let
me say to my colleagues, in the face of
that, that our rubber defense agency has
asked the R. F. C. to allocate $650,000,000
for the establishment of plants to de-
velop the production of synthetic rubber
or to produce butadiene from which it is
made. Where do you think, Mr. Presi-
dent, the allocation was made? Every
dollar of the $650,000,000 was allocated
to the petroleum industry, not one nickel
of it to the agricultural industry. Group
after group have come to Washington
from Nebraska, from Missouri, from
Oklahoma, from South Dakota, from II-
linois, and other States and asked for
means to establish plants in their terri-
tories. One group from Nebraska came
here and said they were ready to put in
five 10,000-gallon plants. They were told
here that they could not have the money,
They returned home and raised the
money—every dollar of it. They came
back to Washington and said, “We have
the money.” They were told, “Well, we
have not the critical materials; you can-
not have it.” They went back home.
optioned old plants, got 90 percent of
the material, and returned to Washing-
ton, and said, “We own 90 percent of
the materials. We want 10 percent; in
fact, we do not care if it is only 2 percent.
Yet they were told, “You cannot have it.”

Mr, . Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GILLETTE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WHEELER. Iam glad the Senator
has brought up the subject. I was going
to say that if the Government wanted to
get rubber badly and cheaply, fhey could
take the surplus wheat that they now
hold and use it for the making of alcohol
and butadiene, and they could then get
a very large quantity of rubber in a short
time, and by doing so they would use all
the surpluses of wheat so that they would
not constitute any problem at all for the
wheat farmers of the country. The Gov-
ernment could take all the surplus of
wheat now on hand and make it into al-
cohol. The Government has it on hand
and owns it. If it is kept, it will deterio-
rate in value. Furthermore, there is an-
other large crop of wheat coming on.

With the Government already owning
the wheat, they could use it and convert
it into alcohol. They could build the
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plants for less money than it would cost

te build the plants to manufacture alco- -

hol out of oil or gasoline, and by reason
of the fact that they own the wheat and

that it is deteriorating, and they wish to

sell it at a low price, they could by using
it in this manner get rid of the whole sur-
plus of wheat they have, could they not?

Mr. GILLETTE. That is absolutely
true.

Mr. WHEELER. But instead of that,
they are granting money to the oil com-
panies and to others to enable them to
manufacture alcohol out of gasoline,
shipping the gasoline in many instances
from the West, and using it in various
plants, thereby tying up transportation,
whereas if they built the plants where
the wheat is stored, they could eliminate
the long hauls, and the bottleneck we are
sure to have in railroad transportation.
Yet, as the Senator has said, we have not
been able to get anyone in the depart-
ments in Washington to do a thing about
it. They have turned a deaf ear to peo-
ple from Nebraska and the other States
who wish to use these surplus grains for
the manufacture of alcohol, and are turn-
ing all the money over to the oil com-
panies and the others who are going to
use gasoline.

The only reason we can imagine for
this is the powerful influence the oil com-
panies have in the O. P. M. and various
other departments of the Government.

If grain were used, and the farmers
were permitted to produce all the wheat
and corn they desired to produce, we
would be keeping the farmers on the
farms, and in times of depression we
would be giving more work to a great
many people on the farms, and would be
helping the farmers. But instead of
that, the money is being turned over to
one of the greatest monopolies that ever
existed in the history of the United
States.

Mr. GILLETTE. I thank the Senator.
While we are speaking of the $650,000,000
provided for the construction of these
plants by the petroleum industry under
the existing contracts—and the testi-
mony is that the amount will eventually
be eight or nine hundred million—I
might add that at the conclusion of the
war the plants are to be in adjusted
ownership for the petroleum companies
which have them, whereas if plants were
built in the agricultural sections they
would be there for the utilization of re-
curring surpluses.

The Senator from Georgia said, “I am
in favor of that, but it is a question of
time.” We have the testimony of the
greatest producer of grain alcohol in the
world today that existing facilities, with-
out the construction of new plants, can
produce 200,000 tons of the needed rub-
ber, and utilize 24,000,000 bushels of
wheat. We do not desire to shut off
the petroleum industry. We shall need
every pound of rubber the petroleum in-
dustry can make and every pound of
rubber any other industry can make, we
shall need every pound of natural rub-
ber we can get, but those who would use
the grain are shut out of the picture.

Mr. RUSSELL rose.

Mr. GILLETTE. Let me call the atten-
tion of the Senator from Georgia to the
fact that in the committee amendment
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there is no limitation on the amount of
grain which may be sold for the produc-
tion of alcohol. Even with the amend-
ment it could all be sold to industries for"
the production of alcohol if that is de-
sired.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator
from Wyoming?

Mr, GILLETTE, I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. In my opinion, the
Senator from Iowa and the Senator from
Montana have been telling an amazing
story, one which should be carried to
every corner of the country. If I un-
derstand the Senator correctly, he is
telling us that the R. F. C. and the W. P.
B. are not cooperating in the efforts of
citizens of the Corn Belt to establish
plants which can use the surplus grain.
Am I correct?

Mr. GILLETTE. The Senator is cor-
rect. They have not been cooperating.
1 shall explain that in a moment-

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me ask the
Senator whether these individuals of
whom he spoke as having come to Wash-
ington came with an organization capa-
ble of furnishing the management for
the corporations which could use the
grain out of which to make rubber.

Mr. GILLETTE. In most instances
they came with a complete prospectus
and an organization with which to carry

on.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Did any one such
organization present itself here?

Mr. GILLETTE. To the Senate?

Mr, OMAHONEY. To the committee,

Mr. GILLETTE. They have done so,
and it will appear in the record of the
hearings.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I wish to get if .
into this Recorp, because, as I have said,
the Senator is telling an amagzing story.

Mr. GILLETTE. I refer particularly
to a group, a cooperative organization,
from the State of Nebraska, which was
prepared to put in five plants. They
were thoroughly organized and the
money was available.

Mr, OMAHONEY. That is the inter-
esting point, if I may interrupt the Sen-
ator. The Senator says the money was
available. Did they have the capital?

Mr. GILLETTE. They raised it.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. How much did
they raise?

Mr. GILLETTE. I could not tell the
amount from memory.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Can the Senator
say approximately?

Mr. GILLETTE. No;Icannot. When
they were advised that they could not be
financed from this end, they went home,
and raised all that was necessary.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. All they were told
was necessary?

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes; all their engi-
neers estimated to be necessary.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iunderstand from
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr,
Brneo] that they have retained an engi-
neer.

Mr. GILLETTE. Oh, yes.

Mr. OMAHONEY. So the picture we
have taken here is that of individual citi-
zens of the Siate of Nebraska who had
formed an organization capable of con=
ducting a plant and were applying for a
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Government loan through the R. F. C. in
order to produce a very necessary coms-
‘modity by a process which every scien-
“tific witness before the committee testi-
fied was feasible, and the loan was
rejected?

Mr. GILLETTE, That is correct.

Mr. WHEELER. Not only was the
loan rejected, but they were turned down
by the W. P. B. when they applied for
strategic materials. Is not that correct?

Mr. GILLETTE. I would not say that

the loan was turned down by the R. F. C.
They were advised—and I will use the
name—hy Mr. Fraser Moffat, Chief of the
Chemical Division of the War Produc-
‘tion Board—that money would not be
forthcoming from any governmental
agency for the establishment of their
plants. They went home and raised the
money, returned to Washingfon, and
said, “We have our funds, and we do not
ask for Government financing.” They
were told, “You cannot have materials.
‘We need them in the war effort.” They
went back home and found old plants,
which they optioned or bought, and again
returned and said, “We have 90 percent
of our materials. All we have to have is
10 percent.” The reply was, “I don't
give a damn if you need only 2 percent.”
The testimony shows that. That is not
language I ordinarily use on the Senate
floor——

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator is
under emotional stress, and we will
excuse him. [Laughter.]

Mr. GILLETTE. They said, “You can-
not have even 2 percent.”

Mr. WHEELER. That is not the
Senator’s language; that is the language
that was used by the W. P. B.; is it not?

Mr, GILLETTE. That is the language
- they were quoted as using.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me interrupt
the Senator long enough to make an ad-
ditional comment. The story which he
tells with respect to the failure of O. P. M.
and W. P. B. to cooperate in the develop-
ment of new sources for producing mate-
rials which are needed is a story as old
as the establishment of O. P. M. itself.
More than a year ago the experts of
O. P. M. said we had enough aluminum
with which to fight the war. They were
wrong. They told us that we could get
enough rubber for the war. They were
wrong. They told us that we had enough
steel to last to provide the needs of the
Nation in the midst of war. They were
wrong.

Members of the Senate and Members
of the House of Representatives for more
than a year have been endeavoring to
bring about the development of raw
materials. There is a story with respect
to iron at this .very moment which is
about to be told. There is pending before
the subcommittee of the Committee on
Appropriations handling the Interior De-
partment appropriation bill a proposal to
make it possible to utilize the so-called
sponge-iron process for the manufacture
of iron which is necessary, not only to
build warships and tanks and other mu-
nitions but to provide the strategic mate-
rials for such a plant as that the Senator
has in mind, as well as to build a pipe
line to carry petroleum and gasoline from
where it is being wasted—in the West—
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to the eastern seaboard States, where it
is needed, and to furnish the Army and
the Navy with the gasoline which they
need in order to win the war. But at this

very moment the effort to secure a test

of the sponge-iron process is being re-
sisted by those who have investments in
a different process.

Those who are interested in the coke-
oven' process of producing pig iron do
not want to see another process even
tested. I have a feeling that before the
Interior Department bill shall be passed
the Sznate will approve the estimate. It
is now pending in the Bureau of the
Budget, and I am confident that the
Bureau of the Budget will see the impor-
tance, indeed, the absolute necessity, of
making certain that these processes shall
be completely tested.

I am happy to have the Senator make
this reference, because if the country
fails to realize the basic truth of what he
says, the tremendous importance of us-
ing agricultural products for the produc-
tion of materials which we need, and for
which agricultural products can readily
be used through the advances in chem-
istry, when the war shall have ended
this country will find itself more firmly
in the grip of monopoly than ever be-
fore, and every vestige of the free demo-
cratic system for which we are fighting
this war will have been destroyed by
reason of the short-sighted, if not selfish,
attitude of men in the W. P. B. who are
more interested in preserving the oppor-
tunity for large aggregations of capital
to exploit the people than they are in
winning the war. I am told that $100,-
000,000,000 has already been given out
in contracts in this war effort to 300 cor-
porations, and little businesses are being
allowed to die in every State of the
Union, because the men who are at the
head of this effort have not been willing
to listen to suggestions such as the Sen-
ator's committee has made for the utili-
zation of these materials.

I hope the Senator from Iowa will not
weaken in the fight. I know him well
enough to know he will not do so.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I am
very appreciative of the contribution
made by the Senator from Wyoming.
He has painted the picture of what faces
this country infinitely more clearly than
Icould have done. When I answered the
Senator’s question as to whether the
W. P. B. had refused to cooperate in
bringing agriculture into the picture, I
qualified my statement, and I will tell
why. After some effort, we had a rep-
resentative of rubber from the War Pro-
duction Board come before the commit-
tee last Friday, and he very frankly
stated that he was ready and anxious to
see agriculture brought into the picture,
and read a statement to that effect. I
asked him, “When did you prepare that
statement?” He said, “Yesterday.” That
man had begged off from coming before
the committee for 2 weeks, but on the
day before he came before the commit-
tee he made a statement of willingness
to bring agriculture into the picture and
to utilize wheat and corn in the produc-
tion of synthetic rubber, and he prepared
his statement, as he said, yesterday for
the purpose of making it before the com-

‘ber from potatoes and rye.
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mittee. That deathbed repentance is
agreeable to me if they only will bring
agriculfure into the pieture. The sur-
plus will then disappear within a few
months’ time. Not only do we have a
surplus at present but it is a recurring
surplus year after year.

We have a need, and failure to supply
it will jeopardize the entire war effort.
We have a most dire need. Today the
United States has the only rubber stock
pile, not only for our own use but for the
use of our Allies. We cannot get natural
rubbsr in time to be of use in the war
effort. It takes time to develop produc-
tion of natural rubber. We have possi-
bilities for production of synthetic rub-
ber, and there is agreement concerning
those possibilities. There is no differ-
erence of opinion with respect to them.
There is some difference of opinion as to
the matter of chemical processes but no
difference with respect to the net result.

Mr. President, if I had known when 1
rose to speak that I would go off on this
tangent I would have brought with me
some samples of synthetic rubber to show
the Senate the article which has been
produced from corn and wheat. There
are scattered around in Germany on
farms some 36,000 small plants which
utilize potatoes and rye for the produc-
tion of synthetic rubber and the produc-
tion of alcohol -to be used for power.
There were 1,600 such small plants ex-
isting in Poland up to the time of the
invasion of Poland by Germany. The
committee attempted to have appear be-
fore it the Polish scientist who perfected
the process for producing synthetic rub-
When we
attempted to reach him we learned that
he was at the Government experimental
laboratory in Peoria. We called up to
learn if he was there, and we received a
reply that he had received a telegram
from Washington advising him to leave
there and keep his mouth shut. We
found that those who told him to leave
and keep his mouth shut were the honest
people who wanted to get agriculture into
this picture, but were Landicapped by
agencies here which were preventing
agriculture from being given considera-
tion. They had to keep him under cover.
They had to pull him out by subterfuge.
They had to hide him in Philadelphia so
that the upper classmen, the officers of
some of these agencies, would not know
where he was hidden. They brought him
into this country by way of Rio de Ja-
neiro. They sneaked him in. It is a
romance, but it is a sordid romance.

There is much talk about agricultural
surpluses, and much talk about our pres-
ent need. Mr. President, I want help for
the committee to which I have referred.
It does not need monetary help. I have
already said that it has more money than
it needs, but I want every Senator to get
behind this program, We have reached
such a point in this country that the need
could not be more acute or more dire.
We find $650,000,000 allccated to the pe-
troleum industry, but not one nickel allo-
cated to agriculture. We find an abso-
lute refusal to give a nickel to agriculture.
Agriculture is ready to produce for our
greatest need, and asks the Government
to release only one-tenth of the critical
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materials necessary to build the plants.
Agriculture, with existing facilities, is
ready to produce 200,000 tons of rubber;
yet we find that up until Jnst Thursday
those in control absolutely refused to let
agriculture take any part.

Mr. President, we have had the mis-
fortune in the last few weeks of seeing
the President of the United States being
circumvented and bypassed in the move
which he attempted to make in the war
effort, by some of those who have set
themselves in position of authority and
dominance, and who put forward their
special interests, in violation of the ex-
press wishes of the President of the
United States I do not accuse these men
of lack of patriotism; they are just as
patriotic in the main as you or I; buf
when a man in one of the departments
is drawing $10,000 a year from the United
States Government, and at the same
time drawing $45,000 a year from a pri-
vate interest, when the Government’s in-
terests and the private interests clash
head on, who will he represent?

I care not how honest and honorahle
he may be. I care not how sincerely he
wishes to be fair; as between the Gov-
ernment and the private institutions he
cannot in such circumstances be fair.
There is not a judge on the bench any-
where who would not disqualify himself
from hearing a case involving interests
in which he was specifically and person-
ally interested. Yet these men ask for
the privilege of deciding whether agri-
culture shall have a chance.

Mr. President, I wish the President of
the Unifed States would create a co-
ordinator to handle the situation, and do
away with advisory boards. I think that
is one of the most essential things to be
done at this time. God knows it is essen-
tial. I wish Senators could realize how
essential it is. I wish the President of
the United States would tomorrow set
up a coordinator, and get away from
advisory boards, advisory boards, if you
please, of the type of a 23-member board
which advised the Government to con-
sent to settle a one-and-a-half-billion-
dollar damage suit against its members.
Twenty-two of the 23 members were de-
fendants in the suit. They advised the
Government to settle the suit, and the
Government settled it. What has been
dore in that connection is past and gone.
That is water which has gone under the
bridge. That case was ended by a con-
sent, decree. It is a matter of court rec-
ord. How could any board, 22 of whose
23 members were defendants in a suit to
recover one and one-half billion dollars,
act in an impartial way in recommending
what the Government ought to do. I
hope the President does not allow such a
situation to continue.

I hope the President will set up this
program for agriculture immediately,
and, Senators, I bespeak support on be-
half of my committee so that action may
be brought about, not merely for the ben-
efit of agriculture alone, though I am
convinced the institution of the program
we propose for agriculture would solve
our difficulty for all time. The program
will be of benefit not alone to agricul-
ture, but to the United States of America,
to her institutions, her philosophies, her
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people, and her future. The things which
are so dear to every one of us are being
jeopardized by selfish interests, though
not intentionally.

Mr, WHEELER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, GILLETTE. Iyield.

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator from
Towa is more familiar than I am with the
whole situation, and remembers the fig-
w s which have been brought out in con-
nection with the hearings. It was stated
at first that a certain amount of alcohol
was needed for the war effort, and that
that amount would be all the aleohol
needed. Then witnesses appeared before
the committee who said that at least one-
third more alcohol was needed. Now the
statement is made that much more alco-
hol is needed. I wish to say that every
word the Senator from Iowa has uttered
on the floor of the Senate is absolutely
correct, and is in accordance with the
testimony which has come before our
committee.

Mr. President, I do not wish to ques-
tion the patriotism of some men, but we
find that the adviser to the R. F. C. is a
man who has been and is now connected
with the Mellon Institute. I do not ques-
tion his patriotism, but Senators must
remember that the Mellon Institute is
supported to a large extent by the oil
interests, and he is ohe of those who have
been advising what should be done about
rubber.

When we tried to pin it down to a par-
ticular department or board, each one
gave us the “run-around” and said that
some other board was responsible. It
was impossible to tie it down to any re-
sponsible person in the Government,
because each one “passed the buck” to the
other.

When we asked this man to come and
testify before the committee he did not
give us any information which the world
could not have known; and yet it was
insisted that his testimony should be
given behind closed doors, in executive
session, because otherwise some military
secret might be revealed. If he gave any
testimony which was not already known
to every expert in the country I do not
know what it was. He is one of the men
who has been advising with reference to
the rubber situation. If we are to get
anything done in carrying on a successful
production of many of these materials we
cannot have a dozen different boards
overlapping one another, each one “pass-
ing the buck” to the other.

A few moments ago I referred to the
wheat situation. We have been discus-
sing the sale of surplus wheat. The Gov-
ernment now has a great amount of
surplus wheat on hand. 1If it needs rub-
ber badly it can use the wheat which it
owns, and on which it is going to take a
loss. It can build plants to make indus-
trial alcohol and butadiene much more
quickly and cheaply than by giving the
money to the oil companies. Such plants
can be spotted around the country so as
to be of permanent henefit to the farmers,
not only during the war but after the
war.

One of the leading chemists of this
country, & man of vast experience, testi-
fied before the committee this morning.

4337

He said that if the chemists were given
some help they would be able to preduce
rubber in the United States more cheaply
than natural rubber could be obtained
from foreign countries.

That is the reason I stated the other
day that the Department of Agriculture
had been “asleep at the switch.” We
have been appropriating hundreds of
millions of decllars every year—sometimes
as much as $1,000,000,000—for the De-
partment of Agriculture.

The only thing with which it has come
forward to help the farmer has been a
plan to say to the farmer, “We will pay
you to cut down the acreage of your
product so as to raise the price.” That
statement applies not only to this ad-
ministration, but to every administra-
tion during the past 50 years.

We look upon some of the other ecoun-
tries as being backward. What do we
find? As the Senator pointed out, we
find that Poland had set up industrial
alcohol plants so as to use the grains
produced by the farmers. Germany and
Russia are doing the same thing. Be-
cause of the hold which some of the
monopolies have had upon the political
and economic life of this country such
industries have not been encouraged in
the United States. That is the reason
we find ourselves today without the
necessary materials successfully to carry
on the production of war materials. We
boast of our intelligence, when the people
in many of the so-called backward coun-
tries have gone much further toward
solving their problems than we have.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I am
very grateful to the Senator from Mon-
tana. He made one reference which
stimulates an associated train of thought.

When representatives came from the
agricultural sections and got in contact
with the Chemicals Division of the War
Production Board they were told that
grain could not come into the picture,
because there were available ample sup-
plies of blackstrap molasses, the residue
from the refining of sugar. When that
product disappeared from the market
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
went into the Cuban market and bought
1,200,000 long tons of cane sugar to pre-
vent its being refined, thus bringing
about a sugar shortage on the east coast.

We were faced with rationing of sugar
when we had supplies of grain which
could have been used for the production
of alcohol. Later a portion of that sugar
was released; but the fact remains that
after the farmers were told that grain
was not needed, and that we had all the
alecohol we needed, the R. F. C. optioned
or took possession of 1,200,000 long tons
of Cuban cane which could and should
have been utilized in the production of
sugar. Some of the grain should have
been utilized in the production of alcohol.

A little while ago I referred fo a certain
gentleman by name. I am not accusing
him of lack of patriotism; but the fact
remains that he made the statements to
which I have referred. If my memory
correctly serves me, he had been vice
president of the United States Distillers
Corporation, which was owned and con-
trolled by the Air Reduction Corporation,
which in turn was owned and controlled
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by the Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey.
He was in a position to make the deci-
sions with reference to this matter, and
did make them.

This country has been shut off from
450,000 tons of cassava-type starches
which we formerly obtained from the
Dutch Indies, and which we desperately
need. In western Kansas, western Ne-
braska, Wyoming, and Oklahoma, we
have a type of sorghum from which it is
said 25 percent of our starch require-
ments can be supplied. In the same
plants alcohol can be produced for 10
cents a gallon from the residue. There
is not a nickle available for the assist-
ance of such plants.

The farmers in my State and in sev-
eral of the other Midwestern States have
been asked to expand their production
of soybeans in order that we may take
up the slack caused by lack of copra
and other sources of oils referred to by
the Senator from Georgia a moment ago.
The farmers have responded. The seed
is in the ground. The expanded produc-
tion is now growing; but not a nickel has
been allocated to processing plants. The
suggestion has been made that possibly
the soybeans will be moved from Ne-
braska, Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, Michi-
gan, and Ohio to processing plants in
California, and the finished product will
then be brought back, using hundreds
upon hundreds of freight cars, at a cost
of $475,000 in freight charges for one of
such plants.

That is the picture; and it is not a
pretty one. It is not a pleasant one. I
am glad that I digressed long enough to
present the picture. In the face of the
situation which confronts us in this war
effort, I plead with Senators to join with
those who have been doing this very
wonderful work., The members of my
committee are not alone. The Truman
committee has done superb work. The
work of my committee was specifically
commected with the utilization of farm
products.

I plead with Senators to come to the
support of agriculture and bring it into
the picture so that it may take part in
the war effort. In that event the farm
surpluses of wheat and corn will dis-
appear overnight.” As I suggested a little
while ago to the Senator from Georgia,
if this amendment should be adopted
there would be no limitation whatever
on the amount of grains which could be
sold for alcohol.

Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am heartily in ac-
cord with what the Senator says about
alcohol; and after the committee amend-
ment shall have been disposed of I pro-
pose to offer an amendment which would
clarify the word “alecohol” by adding
“sthyl alecohol, butyl alcohol, acetone, or
rubber” so that there may be no ques-
tion as to the use of surpluses for the
manufacture of alcohol and rubber.

Mr. GILLETTE. I thank the Senator.
If the Senate should so far forget itself
as to adopt the committee amendment, I
think the amendment which he has sug-
gested would be very helpful.
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Mr. President before I take my seat I
should like to say a word by way of
résumé of what I have said.

Today there is an expression of opinion
by more than two-thirds of the Senate
prohibiting the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration from destroying the farm struc-
ture built on a parity reiationship. There
has been a vote of 100 percent on the
House side to the same effect. In the
face of such an expression of opinion, if
the Commodity Credit Corporation wants
to sell wheat or corn to dairy farmers in
the northeast section, it has a perfect
right to do so. It has done so, at a re-
turn of 4 cents a bushel,

The Commodity Credit Corporation
wants Congress to go on record as re-
versing itself in its 10-year position in
the effort to bring the agricultural indus-
try into a parity relationship with other
industries, It wants to be able to say,
“You told us to use the surpluses and de-
stroy the price structure. You told us
to use them for the purpose of undermin-
ing and sapping the structure of protec-
tion which was built up for agriculture.”

I will never give my permission to de-
stroy what we have done over a 10-year
period. As I previously stated, whether
or not the amendment is adopted, I in-
tend to move to strike out the provisien.
It is window dressing. Its only purpose
is to ask the Congress to reverse itself,
so that the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion may point to such action as its au-
thority for destroying the farmers' posi-
tion.

Let me say, in amplification of what
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucasl
said in speaking of those who have
worked together for the whole farm in-
dustiry, that it is a long lane that has no
turning.

The situat!on which will tace wheat
today if such influences are left in the
control of some of the executive agencies,
will face cotton, peanuts, rice, and to-
bacco, and Senators will point to the rec-
ord which has been made in abandon-
ing the principles which they have es-
tablished and supported—abandoning
them in the face of a very real exigency,
it is true, but an exigency in which under
the law such agencies have full and com-
plete authority to dispose of the com-
modity wherever they want to, on any
basis on which they want to, without ac-
tion of the United States Senate.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a guestion?

Mr, GILLETTE. Yes; I am glad to
yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me ask the
Senator to explain more fully exactly
what he proposes to do. A moment ago
he said he was not concerned with re-
spect to the action which may be taken
upon the committee amendment, and
that if the committee amendment should
be agreed to he would later move to strike
out the whole provision. What does he
propose to move to strike out, if that is
his purpose?

Mr. GILLETTE. Iam glad to explain.
My motion, which is on the desk, will be
in line 9, on page 80, after the word
“amended,” to change the colon to a
period, and to strike out all the re-
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mainder, to the bottom of the page, in-
cluding line 25.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Then is it the pur-
pese of the Senator’s proposed amend-
ment to close the door to any sale below
parity by a Government authority?

Mr. GILLETTE. No.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. What is the Sen-
ator's purpose?

Mr. GILLETTE. The authority to
make such sales would be left wide open,
as it 'is today.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Oh, yes.

Mr, GILLETTE. There is no limita-
tion to it. The Senate has gone on rec-
ord in a substantive proposal which was
presented here by my former “compa-
triots,” who deserted me unintentionally
and against their wishes. Four of us
joined in presenting to the Senate a sub-
stantive proposal prohibiting the agen-
cies from selling the commodities at be-
low the parity price, and thus depressing
the market. That measure was passed
by the Senate by more than a two-thirds
vote; but the House has not acted upon
it. The House put in this appropriation
bill a prohibition against sales being
made below parity price, in the hope that
the President would not veto it, if he had
any intention of opposing anything of
the kind. That, however, is a mere ex-
pression of opinion. The House has put
in an appropriation bill a provision pro-
hibiting such sales at below the parity
price,

The committee has brought in a mod-
ified version of the proposal. Its version
provides that sales can be made below
the parity price, provided wheat is not
sold below the parity price of corn,

If all the provision is stricken out, as
I shall move to do, the Commodity Credit
Corporation, and the Agricultural Mar-
keting Administration, which today ex-
ercises the functions of the Commodity
Credit Corporation, will have exactly the
authority which they have now.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me interrupt
the Senator in order to ask if it is his
theory that, in the event the Senate
should strike out this provision for which
he first urged Senate support, the Com-
modity Credit Corporation and the Sur-
plus Marketing Administration would
not exercise that power.

Mr, GILLETTE. I do not know
whether they would exercise it or whether
they would not exercise it.

Mr, O'MAHONEY. But the Senator
says they will have the power which they
now have.

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes.

Mr. CMAHONEY. The Senator says
they still will have the power to sell at
any price at which they choose to sell.

Mr. GILLETTE. The Senate has said,
“You should not exercise the power
which you now have.”

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct.

Mr. GILLETTE. We have said it by
a substantial vote. While I did not con-
tribute much to it, I fought for it, along
with those who at the present time are
deserters. I fought with them for that
provision; and the House has gone on
record regarding it. But today there is
no legislation which prohibits the exer-
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cise of such power and there will not be
any if this amendment be agreed to.

If the provision is stricken out, the
agency will be in the same position as
that in which they were before, but they
will be faced with the expression of opin-
ion by both bodies of the Congress, an
expression to the effeet that they should
not exercise that privilege. It would
amount to the expression of an opinion.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, since the ‘House Appropriations
Committee suggested, and the House ap-
parently without dissent or sericus divi-
sion directed, that no sales should be
made below parity, if the Senator now
induces the Senate to follow him and to
destroy the prohibition which has been
sent over to us by the House, will he not
then be fighting against the very prin-
ciple for which he has so eloquently and
ably argued here today?

Mr. GILLETTE. I hope the Senator
from Iowa is not inconsistent in the po-
sition he has taken. If the Senator from
Wyoming had done me the honor to
listen to me when I first started to speak,
perhaps he would better understand the
position I take,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me say that
I came to the floor of the Senate as soon
as I heard the accents of the Sznator's
elocquent voice,

Mr. GILLETTE. I assure the Senator
that he lost nothing. I simply wanted to
call attention to the fact that I stated
that had this measure come here with
the House provision in it, a provision
which I thought was ineffectual except
as an expression of opinion inasmuch as
it simply prohibits the administrative
use of the funds in connection with the
disposal of these surpluses——

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Of course, that is
the only way the Appropriations Com-
mittee of the House could act, without
suspending the rule.

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes; and I said, that
however ineffectual I might have thought
it to be, I would have made no objection
to it, because it was an expression of
opinion and would have value only as an
expression of opinion. All the House did
was agree to an expression of opinion,
instead of taking action on the substan-
tive measure which we sent to the other
body.

I would have had no objection; but our
friends have brought in a proposal for a
very substantial change, abandoning the
very principle for which we have fought.
If that proposal is agreed to—and I ex-
pect it will be agreed to—I shall im-
mediately move—

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, the
Senator should not be a defeatist. The
Senator should not concede the battle
while he is making it so ably.

Mr. GILLETTE. Of course, I have no
intention of being a defeatist; but several
times in my life—in my family affairs,
in courts, and in parliamentary bodies—
I have had the misfortune to contend for
certain measures, and I found that I was
defeated by my wife, by the judge, and
by my colleagues in the legislative bodies.

Mr. OMAHONEY. I am sure that in
every such case in which the Senator suf-
fered defeat he went into the battle be-
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lieving that he should be defeated. I do
not think he believes that now.

Mr, GILLETTE. I am sure the Senator
does not.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Then, Mr. Presi-
dent, let me ask the Senator whether his
argument is directed against the imme-
diate amendment in lines 23 to 25, at the
bottom of page 80, the proviso permit-
ting the sale of 125,000,000 bushels of
wheat.

Mr, GILLETTE. Of course, I am defi-
nitely opposed to that amendment; be-
cause that would destroy the thing for
which we have contended. First of all,
it would permit the sale of corn at below
a parity price; and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Bangresp], the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. THomMas], and others of
us contended and fought for the parity
price, and had the endorsement of the
Senate by a vote of 50 to 23 for main-
taining the position at parity rather than
at 85 percent. The amendment would not
only permit the sale of corn at 85 per-
cent of parity, using Government sur-
pluses to drive down the price, but it
would permit the sale of wheat at below
a parity price for wheat, which is $§1.13 a
bushel; it would permit the driving down
of the price of wheat to 82.3 cents, which
is the parity price of corn. Not only
that, let me say to the Senator, but our
position as corn farmers would be an
adjustment position. I want the Senator
to listen to what I am about to say, be-
cause I shall repeat the one thing I have
said which may be worth listening to.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I do not agree
with that.

Mr. GILLETTE. I want the Senator
to listen. The position of the corn farm-
er, the adjustment of his production,
and the estimated needs of our whole
farm program, are based on the assump-
tion that he has a feeding market. By
agreeing to the amendment, the Senate
would not only be allowing the agencies
to destroy the market by selling Govern-

ment-controlled surpluses which were

taken off the market in order to support
it, but it would be allowing them to
bring in a competitive grain to be sold at
40 cents below the parity price for such
grain, 30 cents below its own 85-percent
parity position, and they wculd be al-
lowed to take over the market on the
basis on which our production and con-
sumption were adjusted. It is absolute-
ly impossible to do such a thing unless it
is desired to destroy the whole farm pro-
gram, "

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, let
me ask another question, if the Senator
will yield to me. Am I to understand
that the Senator feels that the producers
of corn would not agree to the proviso
which the chairman of the agricultural
subcommittee intends to offer to the
committee amendment, reading as fol-
lows:

Provided further, That no grain shall be
sold for feed at a price less than 85 percent
of the parity price of corn at the time such
sale is made.

Does the Senator wish to convey to the
Senate the impression that the producers
of corn are opposed to that provision,
too?
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Mr. GILLETTE. They are opposed to
any provision which would allow an
agency of the Unifted States Govern-
ment—a government which is assisting
them in a program to support their mar-
ket and to take surpluses cut of the mar-
ket—to use the same surpluses to under-
sell the market and to drive it down. Let
me go further and say that they are op-
posed to bringing in a commodity which
was not envisioned when their production
was adjusted to the consumptive needs.
The programs for cotton, wheat, and
everything else are based on that adjust-
ment. They are opposed to allowing the
bringing in of a competitive commodity
to destroy their market and to have sales
made at below the parity position for
corn.

They are opposed to that—selfishly, it
is true. I am speaking as a representa-
tive of the corn-producing community,
but the issue is far broader than that, I
can say with considerable truth that the
taking of such a step would result in de-
stroying 10 years of effort of this Nation
and of the Democratic Party.

Mr. O'MAEONEY. Mr. President, let
me ask one other guestion. The argu-
ment in support of the authority of the
Government to sell the surplus stecks is
that it is necessary for the production of
foodstuffs which we need in order to win
the war, and that it is the patriotic duty
of agricultural producers to "submit to
such sales. What does the Senator say
about that?

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, there
is no sacrifice the farmers of Iowa and
all the other States would not make for
the war effort; but, as I have said over
and over again, we are reversing our-
selves on an advantage they now have,
giving legislative sanction to the reversal
and abandoning our position, which it is
not necessary for us to do.

The Department can go ahead and sell
the grain for alcohol at any price they
want; they car now sell it for 2 cents a
bushel, if they want to do so, but when
they do it, when they utilize the sur-
pluses to destroy a parity pdsition, I do
not want them to say, “Congress aban-
doned its previous attitude in the ques-
tion and told us to do as we have done.”

Mr. OMAHONEY. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Exmmir A
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,
Washington, D. C., May 15, 1942,
UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, D. C.

My Deir SeNaTOR: We are keenly disap-
pointed that the agricultural appropriation
bill as reported to the S8enate has been modi-
fied so as to permlit the unlimited release of
corn for feed and the release of 125,000,000
bushels.of wheat for feeding purposes, with-
out any price limitation.

This proposal violates the action taken by
the Senate by more than two-thirds vote in
the passage of 8. 2255 and the action taken
later by the House by more than 2-to-1 vote
in adopting a provision in the agricultural
appropriation bill which had a similar ob-
Jective.

The objective of organized agriculture
and—we had reason to believe—the objec-
tive of Congress and the administration has
been to encourage the stabilization of price
levels of basle farm commodities at parity
levels, We regard this action as a great step



4340

backward, in that it will undoubtedly have
a depressing and demoralizing effect upon
the price level of feed grains. Any policy of
Government which has for its purpose the
deliberate attempt to hold down the price of
feed grain substantially below parity will in
the early future have a similar influence upon
the price level of all livestock and livestock
products. It will also have the effect of
destroying justified confidence in the parity-
price objective of the Federal Government
for farm commeodities. It will tend to result
in sectionalism and disunity of agriculture
because of the failure to provide comparable
protection for all commodities.

The American Farm Bureau Federation,
after conferring with farm leaders from
Wheat and Corn EBelts, recommended an
amendment to this bill that would limit the
release of Government-owned or controlled
wheat at a price not less than the parity
price for corn and then enly in such amounts
as would not have the effect of depressing
the basic corn market below parity levels.

We, therefore, urge that this bill be
amended on page 80 by striking out the
word “or” in line 19 and inserting the word
and”, and by inserting a comma after the
word “purposes” in line 25 and adding the
following: “but at not less than the parity
price for corn.”

We respectfully urge your support of this
amendment.
to keep faith with farmers in protecting the
parity-price principle.

Sincerely yours,
Eow. A. O'NEAL, President.

April 15, 1942, price situation—Corn

and wheat
Cents per
Wheat: bushel
United States parity price oo 133.5
B5 percent of parity. -- 113.5
Average farm price_ o mee-- SR 1 1 S
Corn:
United States parity price—o—o._.. 96.9
85 percent of parity oo ceaaeaa 82.3

Average farm price. - —________ 79.7

Bource: Midmonth Local Market Price Re-
port, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U. 8,
Department of Agriculture, April 29, 1942,

April 15, 1942, price situation—Hogs

and cattle
Per
hundred-
: weight
United States parity price ... $10 98
Average farm price. - eeceee- 13.48
Cattle:
United States parity price._____. 8.18
Average farm price. —ocoocaae-o 10.71
Beef steers at Chicago:
Choice and Prime: -
Parity equivalent .- oo 13.33
Reported average price...-.. 15. 56
Good:
Parity equivalent. ___ ... 12.02
Reported average price_.._-- 18.70
Medium:
Parity equivalent___________ 10.72
Reported average price_____. 11.96

Common:
Parity equivalent.__ oo
Reported average price
Hog-corn ratio now, extremely favorable to
hog growers; unfavorable to corn growers
The 1909-14, or parity hog-corn ratio
(number of bushels of corn which
can be purchased with the price of

100 pounds of live hcgs) was_——___- 11:5
The 1940 hog-corn ratio wWas_ ... 9:4
The 1941 hog-corn ratio was________ 14:2
The April 1942 hog-corn ratio was____  16:9
The April 1942 average farm price of

hogs was (per hundredweight)____ $13.48

If corn had been selling at parity, the
April 1942 hog-corn ratio would

have been 13:9

We are counting on Congress-
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Hog producers would have still enjoyed an
extremely favorable feeding ratio if corn
prices had been at parity in April.

Mr. WILLIS., Mr. President, I am glad
to express my appreciation of the en-
lightened and patriotic contribution of
the Senator from Iowa. Personally, I be-
lieve that his committee has done a great
work, and it should be given our whole-
hearted support.

Mr. President, I am moved at this point
to participate, as justly as I know how,
in what the President described to Con-
gress nearly 3 weeks ago as “our effort to
be fair in all phases of price control.”

Surely, there is not one of us who was
not in agreement with the President when
he declared to us on April 27 that “safe-
guarding our economy at home is the very
least that our soldiers, sailors, and ma-
rines have a right to expect of us civilians
in government, in industry, on the farms,
and in other walks of life.”

I should be derelict in my responsibility
if I were to encourage any group in our
society to follow the course of special ad-
vantage.

I should betray the confidence of the
people of my State if I were to sanction
unequal sacrifice.

We are all in agreement, then, in hold-
ing to a common major premise: That
there is a compelling necessity today for
sacrifice of personal and group ambitions
which are not in tune with the milifary
and economic imperatives for the com-
mon welfare of all of our people, and
that such sacrifice must be made in equal
share by all groups, with special advan-
tage to none.

But government itself, being by nature
composed of men, must also be considered
as a group with ambitions—as much so
as labor, or farm, or management, If it
is our binding duty to guarantee equi-
table postponement of the special ambi-
tions of all groups in our society, as
indeed it is, then it behooves the group
known as government not to determine
the degree of sacrifice by other groups in
accord with its own special ambitions of
a more normal day, but, indeed, it
behooves the group known as govern-
ment to sacrifice its own ambitions in the
common fire. .

Unfortunately, however, none but the
government group can determine the
amount of sacrifice to be made, or not to
be made, by the government group itself.
Yet it is also to the government group
that remains the power of deciding what
sacrifices must be made by the labor
group, the management group, and the
other groups, including the farm group.
It is to be hoped that the government
group will not seek largely to serve its
own long-term desires in its determina-
tion of what sacrifices shall not be made
by some groups and what sacrifices shall
be made by the farm group, which, after
all, has no voice but the Congress of the
United States.

Farmers are not happy about receiving
parity-payment checks from the Govern-
ment. They will welcome the day when
parity is attained through the operation
of economic laws rather than by subsidy.
I have received scores of pledge cards
signed by farmers in my own State
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declaring that patriotism forbids them
accepting Government checks for farm
benefits of any kind during the war.

We are not here concerned with what
gains it would be nice for the farmer to
make. There has been too little concern
with the elements which would make for
real farm stability, but this is not the
time for their discussion. We should be
concerned here, however, with whether
the farmer is being asked to make more
than his share of sacrifice.

For nearly 9 years—

The President reminded us on April
27—
it has been the policy of the Government to
seek an objective Enown as parity—farm
prices that give the farmer an assurance of
equality in individual purchasing power with
his fellow Americans who work in industry.

And he added the recommendation
that farm prices be permitted to rise to
parity, but not in excess thereof.

If it were not for a confusion of two
distinet senses in which the term “parity”
is here used, there could be no basis of
argument. No fair-minded American
can insist that farm prices should be per-
mitted to rise above parity, if parity
means equalily in individual purchasing
power. But when those who wish to keep
farm prices at parity use the term, they
are not speaking of equality in individual
purchasing power. Rather, they. are
speaking of an arbitrary ratio between
farm and industrial prices of 1909-14.

But prices the farmer must pay for his
purchases today are in reality higher
than in the period from 1909 to 1914,
They were 47 percent higher on February
15; 50 percent higher on March 15; and
51 percent higher on April 15.

Mr, President, it will be argued that the
artificial parity concept is flexible; that
parity prices are now adjusted so as to
remove that discrepancy; that for every
dollar the farmer got for his crops be-
tween 1909 and 1914, he now gets $1.51,
But, even at best, this only means that
the farmer is still enabled theoretically
to buy the necessities comparable today
to those he needed 30 years ago. It does
not mean that his ability to buy War
Bonds, or drive to town for his sugar ra-
tion, or to meet his enormously increased
wartime taxes is thus placed on a parity
with the comparable ability of the other
segments of society. The artificial
parity arbitrarily determined by condi-
tions 30 years ago keeps pace, then, with
only some, not all, of the aspects of the
farmer’s subsistence life today.

Suppose for a moment that a Roman
farmer of 251 B. C. was better able to
buy his plow and seed than a Roman
farmer of 271 B. C. or 231 B. C. Does it
follow that Mussolini’s multiplication of
the farm prices of 251 B. C. by the com-
modity index of 1942 would give the
Italian farmer parity today under the
definition of “equality in purchasing
power”? L

Making due allowance for the adjust-
able sliding scale, it remains true that
when the farmer asks, in some instances,
for as high as 110 percent of yesterday's
parity, he asks no more than the Presi-
dent says he should receive when the
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President defines parity as “equality in
purchasing power” today. Parity under
the 1909-14 definition is decidedly sub-
parity under the President’s definition.

It is precisely because I agreed, and still
agree, with the President’s recent defini-
tion of parity, that I was opposed in 1933,
and am still opposed today, to gearing
American agriculture to a wholly artificial
parity determined by conditions of 30
Yyears ago.

The expressed objective of the admin-
istration’s farm policy was to raise and
hold agricultural prices above worlu lev-
els. Its means to that objective have
been production contrpls, commodity
loans, surplus commodity purchases, ex-
port subsidies, and marketing quotas.

In a nation confronted with conditions
which could not always wait for perfect
theories, some of these mechanisms un-
doubtedly have served valid short-time
purposes; but even their sincerest de-
fenders must admit that they have been
price techniques suited only to an under-
lying philosophy of scarcity. Because
scarcity is artificial and plenty is natural,
these techniques led to increased, rather
than decreased, surpluses—while at the
same time discouraging natural develop-
ment of new outlets for the surpluses
with which the farmer was thus saddled,

Nor were these techniques attaining
the goal even of an out-of-date concept
of parity. For, just prior to the outbreak
of war, the prices of veal, lamb, chicken,
beef, and wool, which were unrestricted
by Government, averaged 94.5 percent of
parity, while the prices of corn, cotton,
hogs, and wheat, restricted by Govern-
ment, averaged only less than 56 percent
of parity.

It was arrued by those who said they
favored parity prices for the farmer that
farm curtailment would serve to main-
tain farm prices, just as curtailment in
industry served to maintain industrial
prices. But it was overlocked that in-
dustry could meke up for curtailment by
dismissing labor, or reducing Ilabor’s
wages, whereas the farmer, for the most
part, was his own labor, and could hardly
find salvation by cutting himself off his
own pay roll.

_There was, and is, only cne answer, of
course, for both farmer and labor, and
that is increased, rather than decreased,
production. In arguing that crop cur-
tailment would maintain farm prices as
industrial eurtailment maintained indus-
trial prices, defenders of that farm pro-
gram were offering the final proof that
theirs was a philosophy of scarcity. For
loss of industrial labor means less market
for farm crops, and less farm production
means still less industrial production.,
On the other hand, increased farm pro-
duction and the use of farm surpluses as
the raw materials of indusiry, made
possible by the genius of plant genetics
and organic chemistry, mean more labor
in industry and still more farm produc-
tion for food as well as for industrial use.

It has not yet been cfficially recognized
that neither agriculture nor labor pre-
sents an izolated preblem in itself which
can be solved by isolated solutions. So
long as we persist in this sort of domestic
isolationism, 20,000,000 Americans can be
expected to remain in the tragic position

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

of having no more than 15 cents a day to
spend on food, as was the case in 1939,
and the farmers, who constitute one-
fourth of our population, can be expected
to remain in their tragic position of pos-
sessing only one-eighth of the national
income, as was the case in 1940 and 1941,
because their fellow Americans who work
in industry cannot afford what they want
to eat.

It is to be hoped that when the war
is past we shall move on toward such a
common-sense philosophy of plenty, and
ignore forever the old, discordant melo-
dies of scarcity which have fooled us be-
cause they poured forth from new juke
boxes.

Just now we are engaged in a war
which bids us forget for the present our
self-interested determinations for the
future. We are fighting to preserve the
opportunity to repair past mistakes and
to inaugurate future improvements in
our own way. These hopes will not mat-
ter if we do not win the opportunity to
realize them,

So we must sacrifice now—all of us—
management, labor and farm.

Management is asked to forget busi-
ness as usual.

Labor is asked to confine its demands
to the restricted economy in which it
now operates, and to postpone its de-
mands for the new system of plenty
which promises so much.

The farmer is asked to postpone reali-
zation of the new society in which farm
and labor alike stand to gain so much by
the increased use of farm crops to ex-
pand indusiry.

Those are the sacrifices—and they are
real sacrifices—which we must make.
They are made willingly by all. But, as
well as sacrificing our desires for the
justice of plenty, we must also be certain
that our sacrifices under present condi-
tions are also made equally by all groups.

Fortunately, most groups can at least
be certain that their sacrifices have been
comparable. Fortunately for the Nation,
labor has not been deterred, amid rising
costs of living, from seeking a parity sub-
sistence determined in 1942, not in 1909
or 1914, Unfortunately for the Nation,
however, it is now urged by some that the
farmer be prevented from operating on
the basis of a 1942 parity—under which
he would still forego willingly an equi-
table share of the nonwar income—and
be harnessed instead to the irrelevant
parity of 30 years ago.

Farm prices have often dropped in di-
rect ratio with pay-roll drops. Should
they not also rise in direct ratio with pay-
roll increases—not as a matter of selfish-
ness, but as a matter of preserving the
balance of equitable sacrifice among
groups in an already strained economy?

Mr. President, we are toying with po-
tential tragedy. The American decade
from 1930 to 1940 was the first since 1790
which did not produce more real wealth
than the preceding decade; and it is the
farmers, one-fourth of our population,
who constitute the largest group engaged
in a single productive activity in this
Nation.

Already, 3,000,000 of the 6,000,000 farm
units in the United States produce only
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11 percent of our total agricultural out-
put, and more than one-half of them
produce too little to be classed as stable
economic units.

The finger of science points to these
farms as possibly the most important so-
cial and industrial factors of the post-
war world. Dare we load them with a
still more unjust share of the sacrifices
which must be made today? Or would we
thereby pack a still greater long-run
burden on all groups together?

From 1920 to 1921, the national income
dropped 16 percent, while the farm in-
come dropped 37 percent.

From 1925 to 1929, the national income
increased $10,000,000,000, while the farm
income dropped from 12.4 percent to 9.1
percent of the total national income, even
while farm prices were comparing favor-
ably with those of the 1909-14 “golden
era,” whence “parity” is derived.

From 1929 to 1932 the national income
dropped 38 percent, while the farm in-
come dropped 47 percent.

In 1940 the national income was $77,-
000,000,000. The 25 percent of our pop-
ulation which was on the farms got only
$9,000,000,000, or less than 12 percent of
the national income, about one-half their
share.

In 1941 the national income increased
17.4 billion dollars, but the farm income
still was only slightly more than 12 per-
cent of the total.

An involved complex of reasons can
be cited for these facts, not excluding
cverexpansion in wartime, return to
price criteria in post-war periods of
scarcity theories, minimum use of agri-
cultural products in industry, and other
causes, but it is universally recognized
that the farmers have traditionally re-
ceived a shockingly low share of the
Nation's income, and it is not readily
apparent how the farmer’s post-war sta-
bility can be in any measure jeopardized
by guaranteeing him only the bare parity
level now which other groups already
enjoy. Indeed, it is possible that the
farmers’ instability will not be so long
in coming unless he is relieved now of
all but his just share of the burden.
After the war, only an unjustifiable re-
turn fo the restrictions of scarcity can
contribute to his collapse, for the com-
pelling truth of science, which will be
hard to ignore, is already urging indus-
try to clamor for those farm products so
often incorrectly known as surpluses.
Already the cry for use of grains for
industrial alcohol and synthetic rubber
is beginning to rise above the din of
batile.

At this very moment, however, we are
confronted with a proposal that Govern-
ment-owned surpluses be permitted to
sell on the market for less than parity,
and for no higher. Obviously, the effect
of flooding the market with commodities
at subparity prices would be inevitabiy
to drive the prices of all privately owned
commodities also beneath parity. The
Government then would flood the mails
once again with hand-out checks to the
farmer to make up the difference. So
far as the total amount of money is con-
cerned, what difference does it make
whether the farm income is derived from
Government hand-outs or whether it
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comes about as the result of the opera-
tion of the few remaining vestiges of
natural economic intercourse?

Apparently the main difference is that
such a successful operation of free enter-
prise would rob the Government of its
golden opportunity to maintain political
control of the farmer and to keep on
using him as a political football. Is it
possible that there is fear in some Gov-
ernment quarters—fear that if a greater
part of the farmer’s income should come
from natural sources rather than from
Government hand-outs, a valuable polit-
ical weapon might be dulled? It will be
hoped that such is not the case. Our
people are showing a spirit of sacrifice
worthy of the Nation’s greatest tradi-
tion. In return they ask only that all
groups make equal sacrifice. For them it
is unthinkable that the group known as
Government should not also sacrifice its
own special desires—its desires to main-
tain political control over othe. groups.

The farmer asks no special privilege
at the cost of the common welfare. He
asks only the patriotic privilege of bzing
part of a society whose members recog-
nize a just parity of sacrifice even where
they do not recognize a just parity of
enjoyment. I therefore support the pro-
posal for full parity prices for commodi-
ties of first-grade condition sold by the
Government, and shall oppose the
amendment to the bill,

If parity is determined in 1942 for all
but the farmer, then the farmer should
be permitted to trade in his wobbling
1909-14 concept for a new medel.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. A parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I will ask
the Chair to state the amepdment now
pending before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on the amendment
offered by the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLr] to the amendment of the com-
mittee on page 80, proposing, in line 25,
after the word “purposes”, to add the
following proviso: “Provided jfurther,
That no grain shall be sold for feed at
& price less than 85 percent of the parity
price of corn at the time such sale is
made.”

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mz, President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. There are so few
Senators present that I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the

following Senators answered to their
names: ;

Alken Capper Hill

Andrews Caraway Holman
Austin Chavez Hughes
Bailey Clark, Idaho Johnson, Calif,
Ball Clark, Mo. Kilgore
Bankhead Connally La Follette
Barkley Danaher Langer

Bilbo Doxey Lee

Bone Ellender Lucas
Brewster George McCarran
Brooks Gerry McFarland
Brown Gillette McEellar
Bulow Glass McNary
Bunker Green Maloney
Burton Gurney Maybank
Butler Hatch Mead

Byrd Hayden Millikin
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Murdock | Russell Tunnell
Norris Schwartz Tydings
Nye Smathers Vandenkerg
O'Danlel Smith Van Nuys
O'Mahoney Spencer Wagner
Overton Stewart Walsh
Pepper Taft Wheeler
Radcliffe Thomas, Okla. White
Reynolds Tobey Wiley
Rosler Truman Willis

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-
one Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I have just been advised that
the question before the Senate is an
amendment submitted by the chairman
of the subcommittee of the Appropria-
tions Committee having charge of the
bill. The amendment which is now
pending was not passed upon either by
the subcommittee or by the main com-
mittee. Therefore I feel free to discuss
the amendment and to oppose it, and to
offer something in its place. I shall try
to clarify the issue, if I may, and I do so
for the best of reasons.

This is a rather practical proposition,
In my State we grow cotton, corn, and
wheat. We can produce 10 percent of the
cotton that is grown in America, We
can produce a very large percentage of
the corn that is grown in America, and
a very large percentage of the wheat
grown in the country. As I view the
situation now, the amendment does not
affect cotton, but it does affect corn and
wheat. The amendment as it is now
before the Senate is a rope with two
nooses on the end, one noose designed
to strangle the corn farmer and the other
noose to strangle the wheat farmer.
Coming from a cotton-producing State
I am not willing to be a party to stran-
gling the corn section, because if I did
I would strangle some of my own people
in my own State, and I am not willing to
undertake to strangle the wheat farmer,
because if I did I would strangle some
wheat farmers in my own State.

The amendment proposes to drive the
price of wheat down and to use the fall-
ing price of wheat to drive the corn price
down. I am not willing to be a party to
either proposal.

Mr. President, we have striven for 10
years to establish in the law and in the
minds of the people the parity concept
with regard to agricultural prices, and
we have made a fair success in that ef-
fort. The people understand, I think, in
the main what parity prices are. They
are now incorporated in the law of 1938,
and reincorporated in the recent price-
fixing measure, and the bill now before
the Senate proposes to carry the full
parity concept, save in some particulars,
which I shall state. Under the bill the
Commodity Credit Corporation, acting
under the Department of Agriculture,
can sell and dispose of wheat, under cer-
tain conditions, below parity prices.

The parity price for wheat is about
$1.33. Under the terms of this bill the
administration could sell wheat for re-
lief purposes. That is all rights I do not
object to that. I favor it. Under this
bill the administration could sell wheat
which is deteriorated and is not worth its
full value. That is all right. I favor that
provision. Under this bill the adminis-
tration could sell wheat for the manu-
facture of alcohol. I support that propo-
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sition. There is no division on that
question. It could sell wheat for seed.
Of course, no one can complain about
that, )

The provision in this bill to which I
object is that which would permit the
administration to sell 125,000,000 bushels
of wheat at 85 percent of the parity price
for corn. The parity price for corn is 97
cents a bushel. Taking 85 percent of 97
cents, that brings the price of wheat
down to 82 or 83 cents a bushel.

Mr. President, that is 51 cents below
the full parity price for wheat. If the
bill should be passed with the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished Sena-
tor from Georgia, the administration
would be authorized to sell an unlimited
amount of wheat at about 82 cents a
bushel, or 51 cents below parity.

Mr. RUSSELL. No. The amount
would not be unlimited, because my
amendment is an amendment to an
amendment which limits the total sales
which may be made for those purposes
to 125,000,000 bushels.

Mr. THOMAS: of Oklahcma. That is
for relief purposes; but there is no limi-
tation on sales for relief purposes. It
may all be sold for relief. There is no
limitation on the sale for the manufac-
ture of alcohol. There is no limitation
on the sale of wheat which is not up to
standard. So my statement stands, that
under the terms of the amendment the -
administration could sell any amount of
wheat it chose to sell at 85 percent of the
parity price for corn.

Mr. RUSSELL. I understood th= Sen-
ator from Oklahoma to say that he has
no objection to the sale of wheat for
making alcohol, or for seed, or to the sale
of grain which has deteriorated in qual-
ity. I, therefore, assume that he would
not object to the sale of any amount for
that purpose.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I am ob-
jecting to using wheat to drive down the
price of wheat, and using wheat to drive
down the price of corn, because if this
amendment should become law the price
of wheat would fall. It has already
fallen. The price of corn would fall. It
has already fallen. When the prices of
those two commodities fall, the price of
cotton will follow, because the moment
the administration desired to bring the
price of cotton down it would have the
machinery to do so.

Mr. RUSSELL. Then, the Senator is
cpposed to the sale of any wheat at less
than parity.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Really
I am not; but, as a matter of compromise,
I must be, as a matter of compromise, it
seems that we have more wheat than we
can really use efficiently.

Less than 13 months ago we had a
3-year supply of cotton on hand.
We were not using much cotton a year
and a half or two years ago, before the
war started. We were using 5,000,000 or
6,000,000 bales a year. We had nearly
18,000,000 bales of cotton on hand; and
the wheat producing States and the corn
producing States came to the rescue of
cotton and enabled those who repre-
sented the Cotton States directly to get
the price of cotton up, to keep cotton off
the market, and get a fair price for it.
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What has happened to cotton in only
a few months time? Instead of having a
3-year supply, as we had less than
2 years ago, the demand for cotton has
been such that cotton has disappeared.
We are now using 1,000,000 bales of cot-
ton a month in our mills, and that is not
sufficient. There is now a demand for
more cotton than the mills of America
can weave. As a result of the demand
for 1,000,000 bales of cotton a month
the 3-year supply has dwindled until
now there is not a 1l-year supply of
cotton on hand. At the end of the re-
cent cotton marketing season we had
15,000,000 bales. We are using approxi-
mately 1,000,000 bales a month. At the
present time we have scarcely 10,000,000
bales of cotton on hand. If we use
1,000,000 bales in May, 1,000,000 bales
in June, 1,000,000 bales in July, 1,000,000
bales in August, and 1,000,000 bales in
September, when the new crop comes on
the market 5,000,000 bales more will have
been taken from the 10,000,000 bales we
have on hand. So on the first of Sep-
tember we shall have scarcely 5,000,000
bales of cotton on hand.

However, we have a rather large supply
of wheat. We have on hand probably
650,000,000 bushels of wheat. That is
perhaps a little more than 1 year’s sup-
ply. If we have a large crop this year,
we shall raise probably another 700,000,-
000 or 800,000,000 bushels of wheat. That
will be only a year’s supply.

We do not know what kind of a crop
of wheat we-shall raise this year. In my
State the green bugs are present. In the
southern part of Oklahoma and the
northern part of Texas there is scarcely
anything green in the way of oats, wheat,
or barley The green bugs have killed the
crops. If that condition should prevail
throughout the country, or if the rust
should come, or if droughts should occur
in some sections and floods in others, we
might not have a great oversupply of
wheat produced this year.. If we do have
a large supply of wheat, I shall not com-
plain.

What will face America when this war
is over? We shall have 130,000,000 peo-
ple to feed in America. What about
Canada? Canada now has a rather lib-
eral supply of wheat. Canadian young
men have gone to war. If something
should happen to Canada, her supply
might be depleted this year. It is true
that I am only dealing in speculation,
but the Canadian supply of wheat might
disappear, as did the supply of cotton in
the United States.

When the war is over there will be a
great demand on the United States for
wheat. France is not raising much
wheat. She must have wheat. Russia
is not raising an oversupply of wheat.
Russia must have wheat. I understand
that the Russian wheat growers are busy
right now trying to defend themselves,
and I do not look for a large oversupply
of wheat in Russia.

It is now fall in Australia. The farm-
ers of Australia are sowing wheat, if
there is anyone to sow wheat in Aus-
tralia at this time. I understand the
Australians are also busy right now. I
doubt if they can sow a large crop of
wheat this fall. If they do sow a large
crop of wheat, what will happen when
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spring comes? They may be too busy to
harvest it. Certainly they will need
wheat when the war is over. France will
need wheat. Our friends—such of them
as are still our friends—in Europe will
need wheat. Russia will need wheat.
Canada will need wheat. Australia will
need wheat; and our friends in India and
China will need wheat.

Is there any justification for anyone
saying that we must throw our wheat
away, burn it, destroy it, or give it away,
when we have only a year’s supply on
hand, and when there may be a great
demand for wheat in less than 12
months?

I am glad we have a surplus of wheat
on hand. I am glad we have the pros-
pect of raising a fair crop of wheat in
America this year. Even so, we should
not now provide for using wheat against
wheat. By that I mean using wheat to
drive down the price of wheat, and then
using wheat in competition with corn to
drive down the price of corn.

If I were to support this amendment,
I should be supporting an amendment
{for lowering the price of wheat in Okla-
homa. I should be supporting a pro-
vision to drive down the price of corn in
Oklahoma. We have worked for 10
years to get the parity concept into law
and established throughout the country;
and now, when we are up on that high
pedestal, I am not in favor of legislation
to drive down the price of wheat to a
point 51 cents below parity, and drive
down the price of corn to at least 15
percent below parity.

Mr. President, I desire to read from the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD two or three par-
agraphs, which I should make my text
if I were delivering an extended address,
which I have no intention of doing.
These paragraphs were placed in the
Recorp by the chairman of the House
Committee on Appropriations, Hon.
CLARENCE CannoN, of Missouri. I think
I have not seen a clearer statement of the
objective of the farm group in the Sen-
ate and in the House than is found in
these two or three paragraphs from the
CoNcRESSIONAL REcorp of May 13, 1942,
page 4138.

I read:

The principle of parity has been barely
established and now it is proposed to betray
it in the house of its friends. We cannot
yield parity on one commodity and preserve
it on another commodity. A chain is only
as strong as its weakest link. We must main-
tain parity for all or resign ourselves to par-
ity for none.

“Divide and conquer” is a famillar slogan
and a time-honored ruse of the enemies of
agriculture. Agriculture will play into their
hands if for the sake of a temporary ad-
vantage to one group the attempt is made
to throw another group to the wolves. The
only tenable policy is “One for all and all for
one.”

Parity is a principle and a principle com-
promised is lost,

Mr. President, when we come to vote
on the pending amendment this after-
noen, if it shall be voted on today, we
shall vote upon the principle stated in
this quotation. The statement I have
just read, that if a man can divide his
oppesition he has a better chance of win-
ning, is about the first thing a man in
public life learns when he starts to run
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for office. If a candidate believes that
the opposition is numerically stronger
than he is, what is the first thing he does?
He gets three or four or five or six or a
dozen candidates to declare they will run,
and thus divides the opposition. Then,
relying on the votes which he knows he
has—and if he does not know he has
them he is on thin ice—he proceeds to
divide the opposition; and when the elec-
tion returns are in, the man of whom I
speak will find that he has more votes
than any one of his opposition, although
the opposition in toto may have 8 or 10
times the vote which he has received.
Such a situation is the occasion for the
so-called run-off primaries in some of the
States.

In this issue, Mr. President, an effort
is being made to divide the three groups
interested in agriculture. The cotton
farmers are now in fairly good shape.
They are sitting back in the high seat

- behind the driver; and the cotton farm-

ers, as I see the picture, are permitting
the man in the front seat to use wheat
to drive down the price of corn; and in
using wheat to drive down the price of
corn the price of wheat itself is being
driven down.

I am not in favor of that, and, coming
from a cotton-producing State, I fear
that if we, the elected representatives of
the farm section, become divided, and if
now the corn farmers are injured and
damaged, they will not feel very coop-
erative, at least, when some cotton issue
arises; and if the wheat farmers are in-
jured and damaged, I doubt if the wheat
group will feel very cooperative when
some problem with respect to cotton
comes before the Congress. In view of
the fact that all Members of the Senate
who are interested in corn, wheat, or
cotton have fought for and have suec-
ceeded in obtaining a law setting forth
the parity concept, I am in favor of
standing by that concept.

I agree that perhaps there is some rea-
son at this time why we should make a
temporary disloeation in the parity con-
cept in the public interest. That is sug=-
gested in the bill as it passed the House.
Wheat can be sold for relief purposes,
and no one would deny the administra-
tion the right and the opportunity to sell
wheat for relief purposes. Deteriorated
wheat should be sold for what it will
bring. That is good business. We need
alcohol, and wheat can be sold for use in
the production of alcohol. That is good
business. We must have alcohol; and to
the extent to which we can manufacture
alcohol from wheat a future demand for
wheat may be developed. We can also
sell wheat for seed, and we must have
wheat for seed. So I am perfectly willing
to make some temporary dislocations be-
cause of the fact that we have a large
supply of wheat, and with a fairly good
prospect for another good supply, a sit-
uation with which I am delighted. But
I am not willing to say in the law that
the Government can sell as much wheat
as it may want to sell at 51 cents below
parity and at a price of 85 percent of the
parity price for corn.

Mr. President, if such a provision goes
into the law, we shall have wheat com-
peting with corn—wheat that will be sold
at a price 15 percent bzslow the parity
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price for corn. I do not know what the
effect of such a procedure will be. I can-
not support such a proposal.

In a few moments I shall offer an
amendment proposing to change in only
two particulars the amendment which is
now before us. The pending amendment
provides that the surplus wheat may be
sold for certain purposes, and it changes
the word “and” to “or.” I am opposed
to the change of the word “and” to “or”;
and I shall call the Senate’s attention to
the language in the bill.

On page 80, in line 19, we find the point
at which the change is proposed to be
made. I shall read one or two lines, so
that the Senate may understand what I
mean. Provision is made that the ad-
ministration may sell “grain which has
substantially deteriorated in quality,” at
which point the House used the word
“and”; but the Senate committee struck
out the word “and” and inserted “or.” I
shall read the provision as the House
put it in the bill:

Grain which has substantially deteriorated
in quality and is sold for the purpose of feed-
ing or the manufacture of alcohol.

I approve of that. The Senate com-
mittee has changed that to read as fol-
lows:

Grain which has substantially deteriorated
in guality or is sold for the purpcse of feeding
or the manufacture of alcdhol.

The slight change of the word “and”
to “or” makes a substantial change in
the provision. I am opposed to striking
out the word “and” and in the insertion
of the word “or”.

The second provision to which I have
referred, the amendment submitied by
the chairman of the subcommittee on
agricultural appropriations, the Senator
in charge of the bill, provides that the
surplus wheat may be sold at a price of
85 percent of the parity price for corn,
or about 82 cents a bushel.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, before
the Senator leaves the discussion of the
change of the word “and” to “or,” I
should like to interrupt him, if he will
yield to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR-
pock in the chaird. Does the Senator
from Oklahoma yield to the Senator
from Nebraska?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I am
glad to yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I have not given this
particular matter the thought I should
perhaps have given it, but it appears to
me that, as the Senator has read it, the
proposal of the Senator from Georgia
is better, that “or” makes the provision
better than it would be with “and.” If
the word “and” is left in the hill, then,
in order to have the wheat sold, both
conditions would have to be complied
with. If the word “or” were substituted,
only one condition would have to be com-
plied with, but both might be complied
with; that would not be interfered with.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Any
Senator who desired to have the largest
possible number of bushels of wheat sold
would be in favor of having the word
“or” in the bill. I am not in favor of
selling at the depreciated price all the
wheat which can be sold.
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Mr. NORRIS. If it is to be sold, let us
say, for the production of alcohol, if the
word “or’ is placed in the bill it will not
be necessary to comply with the other
condition which is attached; compliance
with one of the conditions will be suffi-
cient. It strikes me that if wheat has
deteriorated, the fact that it has dete-
riorated should be sufficient reason to
allow its sale, because otherwise it will
steadily become worse, and eventually
become worthless. Why should we pro-
vide that it shall not only be deteriorated,
but that some other condition shall at-
tach before it may be sold. I think that
illustrates the difference between the use
of the two words, “and” and “or.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Sen-
ator understands the purpose of the lan-
guage. It is simply a question of intent.
If any Member of the Senate or any
other person desires to have the largest
possible number of bushels of wheat sold,
then he will be in favor of removing as
many restrictions as possible, I am in
favor of restricting such sales, for fear
that we ourselves may need the wheat
later on.

Mr. NORRIS. I understand the Sena-
tor’s point, and perhaps he is correct
about it. Would the Senator put any
limitation on the sale of wheat if it were
found to be deteriorating, so that it would
soon become worthless?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Gov-
erninent can sell all they want to sell
at the full parity price of corn. They
can sell it for the production of aleohol,
or they can sell it for relief purposes, or
for any other purpose; but it must be
for a specific purpose.

Mr. NORRIS. If wheat is deteriorat-
ing, for instance, the Senator would not
require that it would have to be deteri-
orating and be sold for relief purposes,
would he? If the word “or” were in the
law, the wheat could be sold for either
one of the purposes mentioned or both.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Sen-
ator correctly interprets the provision.
If it is desired to throw this matter wide
open, we should repeal many laws which
we have on the statute books.

Mr. NORRIS. That may be.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. And we
should give the authorities all the con-
trol they may desire to have in order to
be able to drive down the price of wheat
to any point to which they see fit to
drive it,

Mr. NORRIS.
that.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That
would be the result. Not long ago an-
nouncement came from high authorities
that they are going to keep the prices of
farm commodities at around parity
prices, and in a New York newspaper I
notice a heading reading as follows:

Staples drop with United States threat to
hold prices near parity.

I would not agree to

Just a threat to do it caused the price
of wheat, the price of corn, the price of
cotton, and the price of rye to fall.

Mr. NORRIS. All that may be, but I
do not think that demonstrates that we
should have the word “and” in the hill
instead of the word “or.” For example,
let us say that it was discovered that a
large portion of the wheat held in stor-
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age was deteriorating—for any reason.
Would the Senator be in favor of putting
any restriction on the sale of such wheat
for feeding people as a matter of charity?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No; not
for feeding purposes.

Mr. NORRIS. Would the wheat have
to be used for charity, and would it also
have to be deteriorated? ;

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No, Mr.
President; that question answers itself.
No one would want to feed deteriorated
wheat to persons on charity, or to any-
one else.

Mr. NORRIS. No; I should not think
so, but it would be necessary to use the
word “and”in the bill instead of the word
“or.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I do not
think so. Deteriorated wheat could be
used only for feeding, and I think it
should be processed and the bad taken
out. That is ordinarily done as to wheat.
When wheat comes in during the thresh-
ing season it ordinarily contains more or
less foreign matter.

Mr. NORRIS. Ithink it is apparent—
at least it seems to be so to me—that we
shall have a very large amount of wheat
on hand, and if the crop now growing
shall be of the average size, there will be,
as I understand, no place within the
United States in which to store it. So I
think no one can deny that we will have
on hand a large amount of deteriorated
wheat. It would be wrong, it seems to
me, not to utilize it for whatever we can
get out of it rather than to lose it entirely.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. We can
still make provision for that; we can dis-
pose of the deteriorated wheat for what
we can get out of it. If it is beyond
reclaiming, it would not bring very much,
of course; if it contains a certain per-
centage of good wheat, the bad wheat can
be separated from the good wheat and
the good wheat can be utilized. So if it
is the desire of the country and the
administration to drive the price of wheat
down, then, of course, the provisions of
this amendment I think will do the job;
but I am not willing, Mr. President, in
times such as we find throughout the
world, to try to drive the price of wheat
down.

It may be true that we have 600,000,000
bushels of wheat on hand, but we use
more than that in continental United
States; we use about 650,000,000 bushels,
or approximately that amount. If we
raise a large crop this year, we will find
some place to put it. During the last
war I saw piles of wheat in my State for
which there were no storage facilities;
no graneries or elevators were available;
but that condition has been largely reme-
died in the last 25 years. If we had to
put wheat on the ground in 1917 and 1918
in order to take care of it, which we did,
we may have to do that again this year,
but, if so, there will be no substantial
injury done, because the wheat can be
taken from the ground, loaded on cars,
and shipped, and what little dirt there
may be in the wheat can easily be
removed by running it through the
proper machinery.

So, Mr, President, it resolves itself in-
to this question: If we want to drive the
price of wheat down, this amendment
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can be used to do it; if we want to use
wheat to drive the price of corn down,
this amendment obviously will do it. I
am not in favor of doing either one. For
10 years we have been trying to get the
price of corn, wheat, and cotton to par-
ity and now, when we have just about at-
tained that goal, those who have al-
ways been against the parity concept are
trying to divide those who are trying to
help the agricultural interests, by using
one group against the other, using wheat
against corn. Cotton is out of this pic-
ture for the time being, but Senators
from the cotton-growing section, it seems
to me, are favoring the use of wheat to
drive the price of corn down, and the use
of corn to drive the price of wheat down.
As a practical proposition, coming from
a State that grows all three crops, I can-
not subseribe to either of those pro-
posals.

Mr. President, I desire to offer a sub-
stitute. First, I desire to submit a parlia-
mentary inquiry. I believe there is a
unanimous-consent agreement to consid-
er all amendments to the five or six or
sevan lines on the bottom of page 80, and
then vote on all the amendments en
bloc. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that unanimous con-
sent was granted to vote on all the
amendments to the Commodity Credit
Corporation section as one amendment.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Then,
Mr. President, before I could ask for a
vote on my amendment, the proponents
of the amendment pending would have
the right to perfect those lines and the
proponents of the committee amendment
and of the amendment submitted by the
chairman of the subcommittee would
have an equal right before I could offer
my substitute, as I understand. Then I
think-I am right in saying that I would
have the right to coffer as a substitute
an amendment to strike out the lines, as
amended, before they are finally voted
upon en blee. Am I correct?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do
not want to interfere with the parlia-
mentary inquiry, but my own idea of
the rules is that if the amendments pend-
ing were adopted, a substitute would not
be in order. I do not know, of course,
what the Chair is going to rule, but I
should have no objection to the Senator
from Oklahoma offering a substitute
after the amendment is perfected, if he
desires to do so. ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sub-
stitute would be in order when individual
amendments are reached.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course,
the method under which we are proceed-
ing is a departure from the ordinary par-
liamentary procedure. In other words, at
the request of the Senator from Georgia,
we are considering these amendments to
the committee amendment en bloc. It
seems to me, that being true, that a sub-
stitute for those amendments ought to be
considered as one amendment, just as, by
unanimous consent, the committee
amendments themselves are considered
as one amendment. If the Senate
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chooses to prant consent to consider
various amendments en bloc then the
ordinary parliamentary rules ought also
to apply to considering a substitute for
the various amendments en bloc.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, perhaps I can submit an in-
guiry that will enable me to proceed a
little more in order. On page 80, line
14, the commitftee inserts the words
“Provided further.” I inguire if that
amendment has been agreed to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that those words are a
part of the House text.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Very
well. In line 15, the words “provisions
of this act” are stricken out and the
words “foregoing proviso” inserted. Has
that amendment been agreed to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that that is one of the
amendments included with the one at the
bottom of the page.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Very
well; in line 19 the word “and” is stricksn
out and the word “or” inserted. I under-
stand, then, that that is an amendment
that is pending. Then in lines 23, 24,
and 25 there is a new provision inserted
by the committee, reading as follows:

Provided further, That not more than 125,-
000,000 bushels of wheat may be sold for
feeding purposes.

I understand that that amendment is
likewise pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Then,
the last amendment is the one submit-
ted by the chairman of the committee,
providing that the wheat shall not be
sold below 85 percent of the parity price
for corn. That is the amendment now
pending before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Georgia to the committee amend-
ment.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,

President, I desire to offer a substitute
for the language following the colon in
line 14, page 80, to strike out the re-
mainder of line 14 and all of lines 15,
16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25,
and insert a substitute; and, for the
Recorp, I ask now to submit the proposed
substitute. Let me say that the only two
changes in the language proposed to be
stricken out are that I have restored the
word “and” in place of “or” and I pro-
vide that the wheat shall not be sold be-
low the full parity price for corn, which
is 97 cents a bushel, in lieu of the pend-
ing provision for 85 percent of parity,
which amounts to about 82 or 83 cents

a bushel. I ask that the amendment be
stated.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will read the amendment for the
information of the Senate.

The LecistaTive CLERE. On page 80,
line 14, after the colon, it is proposed to
strike out the remainder of line 14 and
all of lines 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
23, 24, and 25, and insert the following:
“Provided jurther, That the foregoing
proviso shall not apply to the sale or
other disposition of any agricultural
commodity to or by the Agricultural
Marketing Administration for distribu-
tion exclusively for relief purposes, nor
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to grain which has substantially deteri-
orated in quality and is sold for the pur-
pose of feeding or the manufacture of
alcohol, or commodities sold to farmers
for seed, and sales of cofton required in
connection with the present new uses
program being carried on by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture: Provided further,
That not more than 125,000,000 bushels
of wheat may be sold for feeding pur-
poses, but at not less than the parity
price for corn.”

Mr, THOMAS of Cklahoma. Mr. Pres-
ident, in support of the amendment
which has just been read, I submit a let-
ter of date May 15, signed by Edward A.
O’Neal, president of the American Farm
Bureau Federation, and addressed to the
United States Senate. The letter justi-
fies the text of the amendment just read.
I submit it for the Recorp as a part of
my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the letter will be printed
in the RECORD.

The letter is as follows:

AMERICAN FarRM BUREAU FEDERATION,
Washington, D. C., May 15, 1942.
UNITED BTATES BENATE,
5 Washington, D.C.

My Dear SeNaTor: We are keenly disap-
pointed that the agricultural appropriation
bill, as reported to the Senate, has been medi-
fied so as to permit the unlimited release of
corn for feed and the release of 125,000,000
bushels of wheat for feeding purposes, with-
out any price limitation.

This proposal viclates the action taken by
the Senate by more than two-thirds vote in
the passage of 8. 2265 and the action token
later by the House by more than 2-to-1 vote
in adopting a provision in the agricultural
appropriation bill which had a similar ob-
Jective,

The objective of organized agriculture
and—we had reason to believe—the objective
of Congress and the administration, has been
to encoursge the stabilization of price levels
of basic farm commodities at parity levels,
We regard this action as a great step back-
ward in that it will undoubtedly have a de-
pressing and demoralizing effect upon the
price level of feed grains. Any policy of
government which has for its purpose the
delibzrate attempt to hold down the price of
feed grain substantially below parity will in
the early future have a similar influence upon
the price level of all livestock and livestock
products. It will also have the effect of de-
stroying justified confidence in the parity
price objective of the Federal Government
for farm commodities, It will tend to result
in sectionalism and disunity of agriculture,
because of the failure to provide comparable
protection for all commodities.

The American Farm Bureau Federation,
after conferring with farm Ileaders from
Wheat and Corn Belts, recommended &n
amendment to this bill that would limit the
release of Government owned or controlled
whea® at a price not less than the parity
price for corn and then only in such amounts
as would not have the effect of depressing
the basic corn market below parity levels.

We, therefore, urge that this bill be
amended on page 80 by striking out the word
“or” in line 19 and inserting the word “and”,
and by inserting a comma after the word
“purposes” in line 25, and adding the fol-
lowing: “but at not less than the parity
price for corn.”

We respectfully urge your support of this
amendment. We are counting on Congress
to keep faith with farmers in protecting the
parity-price principle.

Sincerely yours,
Epw. A. O'NEAL,
President.
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The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLr] to the amendment of the com-
mittee.

Mr. RUSSELL. This is merely a per-
fecting amendment, Mr. President, and,
as I understand, the substitute offered
by the Senator from Oklahoma will be a
substitute for the committee proposal as
amended, if the amendment I have of-
fered shall be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. O'MAHONEY.
inquiry.

The FPRESIDING
Senator will state it.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Am I to under-
stand that the amendment which has
just been offéred by the Senator from
Oklahoma is a substitute for the entire
provision on page 80, beginning with
line 14?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair so understands.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. And that if the
perfecting amendment which the Sena-
tor from Georgia has offered shall now
be adopted, the question will then arise
on the substitute offered by the Senator
from Oklahoma?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Oklahoma
will not be in order until all committee
amendments have been disposed of.

Mr. RUSSELL. I think this is the last
committee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If it is
the last, then the Chair understands that
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Oklahoma will be the question be-
fore the Senate after action on the com-
mittee amendment now pending.

Mr. RUSSELL. There is one difficulty
which might arise. I desired to propose
an amendment which would clarify the
authority of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration to sell these grains at less than
parity for the purpose of making ethyl
alcohol, butyl alecohol, acetone, or rub-
ber, and I should not like to be precluded
from offering that amendment by the
pendency of the amendment offered by
the Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A per-
fecting amendment would take prece-
dence over the substitute cffered by the
Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. RUSSELL., Very well.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
inquire of the Senator from Oklahoma
whether he believes that it is a matter

A parliamentary

OFFICER. The

of little importance, in connection with -

the principle for which he has been argu-
ing, whether these perfecting amend-
ments shall be adopted?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I should have no chjection to
the amendment just submitted by the
Senator from Georgia, and if it shall be
agreed to, I shall bs very glad to have
it transferred to my substitute, because
my substitute and the committee amend-
ment are identical, save in two partic-
ulars.

Mr. RUSSELL. And only two partic-
ulars.
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is
all.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It is my under-
standing now that the issue which was
presented here first this afternoon by
the Sznator from Iowa, and again by
the Senator from Oklahoma, will arise
upon the substitute offered by the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr, President, I
assume we are about to vote and before
we do so I wish to make a brief state-
ment. I think there are some phases
of the situation the facts in relation to
which are not properly understood, and
I think that is possibly due to some state-
ments made by the Senator from Okla-
homa about Senators representing cot-
ton-preducing States, or any other Sen-
ators, driving down the price of wheat.
The Senator used the expression time
and again as to both wheat and corn, but
he did refer particularly to wheat; did
e not?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. To hoth,

Mr. BANKHEAD. He referred todriv-
ing down the price of wheat and, in addi-
tion to that, driving down the price of
corn.

What is the real situation about that?
I hope to speak without any thought of
feeling, because this is a practical propo-
sition, and I regret to find myself in dis-
agreement, even in the slightest degree,
with my associates here with whom I
have cooperated for some years in all
measures relating to the welfare of the
farmers of our country. Whatever may
be said on this subject here, whatever
may be said outside this body by farm
leaders or farm representatives, I do not
propose to bear any of those things in my
heart, and hereafter when proposals for
legislation shall come before us which in-
volve the welfare of any group of farmers,
whether in the North or East, the South
or the West, and I feel that they are for
the welfare of the farmers, I shall work
shoulder to shoulder with my fellow Sen-
ators for the advancement of any such
proposals, or for the defeat of any pro-
posed legislation which may appear to
be injurious to any body of farmers
throughcut the country.

So far as I am concerned, when the
vote shall be taken upon this measure,
the matter will all be past history with
me, I hope my colleagues will under-
stand that I am serious and earnest about
that. It is my judgment that what I
have said reflects the feeling in the hearts
of Senators who have disagreed with me.

I do not believe any of the Members of
the Senate. because of any difference of
opinion, have any purpose to retaliate
or to undertake penalizing legislation
against any group of farmers. Some
newspapers have carried reports that
that is the situation. I was called over
the long distance telephone today by a
friend in Alabama who said the report
had gone out over the wires today that
the farm bloc had broken up, was divided
up into factions, and that hereafter it
would lose some of its effectiveness, to
the injury of all farmers; and he said
that as a result of the report there was
some recession in farm prices. If any-
one is making use of an argument of that
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sort, it is not supported by the facts, in -
my judgment. We have some honest
differences of opinion, but such differ-
ences do not involve what some Senators
seem to think they do.

It is admitted—the Senator from Ore-
gon pointed it out with clearness, the
Senator from Georgia has also developed
the same proposition with force—that at
present there is nothing in the law to
prevent the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion from selling any of the Govern-
ment-owned crops at any price it sees
fit to ask. Does the pending amend-
ment, then, give it any more power?
Does it tend to drive down the prices of
any commodities? Does it give the Cor-
poration any instructions of any sort to
sell at prices lower than those at which
they are now selling?

On the contrary, the amendment es-
tablishes a floor which does not now exist.
So, instead of abandoning the farmers in
either of the groups, instead of abandon-
ing the parity concept, we are proposing
by this amendment, I believe, to afford
some additional protection for all the
groups. We are putting wheat on a basis
with cotton. The only protection cotton
has had since 1938 has been a limitation
on the quantity of cotton which could
be sold each calendar year. There has
been no floor. By this measure it is put
on the same basis with wheat, and in ad-
dition to the quantity provision, we are
including a floor for wheat, which has
never been on the cotton program.

What is the situation? The House in-
serted this provision, and we had to deal
with it. As we all know, and as has been
referred to here several times today, the
Senate passed a bill to prevent the sale
of the commodities covered by the bill
at prices less than parity. For some rea-
son, the House never considered the bill.
It was never reported by the Committee
on Agriculture of the House. Many have
suggested today that that was probably
because of a statement or a threat of
some kind that the President would veto
the bill if it were passed. I do not know
why it was not considered. It contains
the same principle that is involved in the
measure before us, and if anyone thinks
the President would have vetoed that
bill why does he think he would not veto
the pending bill, when we have 6 weeks
longer in which to pass another agricul-
tural appropriation bill before the fiscal
year shall expire?

There is another thing which I do not
recall having been discussed. The bill
merely authorizes the sale of 125,000,000
bushels of wheat. The evidence shows
that 25,000,000 of that amount is deterio-
rated wheat, and only 100,000,000 bushels
of sound wheat are included in the au-
thorization. The new crop is coming on
pretty soon. If there are those who listen
to the arguments made and the predic-
tion that the administration is going to
drive the price of wheat down, I refer
them to the bills passed by the Congress
putting a floor under all agricultural
commodities, through loans from the
Commuodity Credit Corporation up to 85
percent of the parity price.

The committee amendment provides
that not more than 125,000,000 bushels
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- of wheat may be sold for feeding pur-
peses. In the meantime, with a new
crop coming in, what farmer will sell his
wheat at 85 percent of the parity price
of corn when he can walk up to the Com-
modity Credit Corporation and obtain 85
percent of the price of wheat itself? In-
stead of getting 82 or 83 cents a bushel,
the price at which the Commodity Credit
Corporation will sell wheat for feeding
purposes, the farmer can get 11314 cents
a bushel for every bushel of wheat he
produces in this year's crop.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I wonder how the Sen-
ator expects the wheat farmer to handle
his wheat if the bins and the warehouses
of the country are now full of grain, as
several Senators have disclosed in their
statements?

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator knows
that that is the Government’s problem,
and one reason why the Government is
interested in the removal of some of this
wiieat, is so that storage space may be
found for the producers who are entitled
under the law to the loan of 85 percent
of parity price.

Mr. LUCAS. I appreciate that it is a
problem for the Government to solve,
but it is apparently a problem for the
Senate to solve also, or we would not be
discussing it here now.

Mr. BANKHEAD. We all admit that
it is a problem. ’

Mr. LUCAS. The only point I wish to
make is that it seems to me the wheat
farmer would have a rather difficult
time in getting 85 percent of parity
through a loan unless he complies with
conditions as they exist today. Cer-
tainly the Government is not going to give
him 85 percent of the price of wheat if
there are no storage facilities for it.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Would the defeat
of the amendment provide any more
storage space for wheat? Would not the
adoption of the amendment and divert-
ing a great amount of wheat into feed
create more storage space for the wheat
farmers?

Mr. LUCAS. I think we will find that
the wheat will be sold for feeding pur-
poses just as freely under the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr, THoMAS] as it will under the
amendment proposed by the committee.
If the farmer needs the wheat for feed-
ing purposes, I think there can be no
question that he is in a position, as a re-
sult of what he is getting for hogs and
cattle and poultry at this very moment,
to pay the price suggested in this amend-
ment and still make a profit. That is my
opinion. In other words the hog farmer
today is getting above parity for his pork,
the cattle farmer is getting above parity
for his cattle, and they have been getting
above parity for some time,

Mr. BANKHEAD, I hope the Senator
from Illinecis will not take my time to
make an argument.

Mr. LUCAS. If I may conclude my
remarks briefly, let me say that it is my
opinion that so long as the hog farmer
gets parity for his hogs and the cattle
farmer gets parity for his cattle, they can
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pay parity price for feed and still make
a profit. From the beginning that has
been the basic theory of all farm legis-
lation. :

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 yield.

Mr. BARELEY. The Senator men-
tioned the problem of storage for wheat.
The Senator is no doubt aware of the
fact that practically all storage facilities
are now crowded with wheat, which
leaves practically no storage facilities for
the incoming crop, and as a result some
of the wheat now in storage must be
disposed of, or the incoming crop must
be sold, or forced on the market for lack
of storage facilities, or it must be left
exposed to the elements where it may
likewise become damaged as well as that
which is now on hand.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Those facts were
presented to the committee by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and by Mr, Hut-
son, the President of the Commodity
Credit Corporation. Very frankly, those
facts had considerable bearing upon the
decision which I reached in respect to
this matter.

Mr. CLAREK of Missouri.
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr, BANEHEAD. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator
from Alabama and also the Senator from
EKentucky have been talking very much
about the matter of storage facilities for
the surplus wheat, which, of course, is
a matter of concern to all of us. Does
not the Senator, though, agree with me
that if the Government could shake it-
self loose from the influence of certain
sugar representatives in the W. P. B,,
and would be willing to convert this sur-
plus grain into alcohol for munitions
purposes, it would be entirely possible
both to relieve the sugar shortage in the
country and to provide the Gavernment
with a great deal of industrial alcohol

Mr, Presi-

‘for munitions purposes? I should like

to get at the bottom of the reluctance
on the part of the Federal Government
to use this surplus grain for useful pur-
poses, and insisting on it overhanging
the market for the purpose of keeping
the price from going up at any time.
Mr. BANKEHEAD. I am thoroughly
in accord with the views of the Senator
from Missouri on that point, and agree
with him in his hopes and ambitions. I
also think the Senator from Iowa is en-
titled to very great credit for the devel-
opments he has made and presented to
the Senate. I have no doubt that all
Members of this body are willing to do
anything they can do to promote the
use of wheat and corn and other grains
in the production of alcohol and syn-
thetic rubber. But, Senators, it is im-
possible to work out all the problems
involved and bring about satisfactory
production before we conclude action
upon the pending bill. We do not know,
with certainty, whether such proposals
will develop satisfactorily. We do not
know how long it will take to develop
the use of grain to the purposes sug-
gested. As soon as satisfactory processes
are developed, of course, the sale of grain
by the Commodity Credit Corporation
for feeding will stop, and I have no
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doubt the grain will then be diverted to
the purposes for which it is most needed.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Does the
Senator think the W. P. B., or anyone,
will ever start to develop the use of grain
for the purposes in question unless the
Congress takes some action?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Action cannot be
taken by Congress in the pending biil
at this time.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri,
ing to take action.

Mr. BANKHEAD, We cannot legis-
late on an appropriation bill.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, Of course,
what the Senatfor says is true, but the
House provision itself is legislation on an
appropriation bill, The Senate has as
much right to legislate on an appropria-
tion bill as the House has. The only
way this is going to be handled is by
legislation by the Congress.

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not believe any
Senator is more anxious than am I to
have the surplus agricultural products,
particularly wheat, used for the produc-
tion of alcohol. Unfortunately, the pros-
pect of having that done does not seem
to be very bright, and, as the Senator
has said, we could not do anything to
bring it about in this bill. The Secretary
of Agriculture has testified—and I am
relying on his statement—that estimat-
ing the procuction of the crop now grow-
ing, there will be on hand, when it reaches
the market, one and one-half billion
bushels of wheat. We have no place on
earth in which to store that quantity of
wheat or keep it. I wonder what we are
going to do about it? I should like the
Congress to enact legislation, if it can be
done, providing that alcohol shall be
produced from wheat, but no one can
give us any assurance that we shall be
able to do so. We are now confronted
with the situation that we shall have
such a large surplus of wheat as to make
it physically impossible to take care of
it, and under such circumstances what
would an ordinary businessman do with
the wheat he has now on hand? It
seems to me it is necessary to dispose of
some of this wheat,

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is the position
I take, and T am glad to hear the Senator
from Nebraska confirm what I have said.

Mr, GILLETTE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

M

We are try-

Mr. GILLETTE. I think the Senator
unfortunately made a statement which
was not quite in accordance with the law.

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1Ishall be glad to be
corrected if I made a misstatement.

Mr. GILLETTE. I know the Senator
made the statement unintentionally
when he said that any producer of wheat
could negotiate a loan for 85 percent of
the parity price. That, of course, is not
true with respect to the noncooperatives,

Mr. BANKHEAD. There are but few
of those. I agree with the Senator’s
statement, but that is not the group we
are trying to protect primarily and it is
not a very large group. A noncoopera-
tive can obtain a loan, but not of 85 per-
cent, The Senator from Iowa is correct
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in his statement. I did not have the
noncooperatives in mind. I am glad the
Senator corrected the record in that
respect.

Mr. President, some assertions have
been made in the Senate about the com-
mittee amendment, including some things
not contained in it. I mean by that pur-
poses for which wheat, corn, and other
grains may be disposed of by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation in addition
to grain for feeding. I have before me
the Bankhead-Gillette-Thomas-Russell
bill, and hurriedly during the debate have
tried to compare it with the amendment,
and find that the only substantial differ-
ence, if there is any difference, is in the
use of the word “or” instead of “and.”
Disposition of any commodity for relief
purposes, which has been criticized here
as throwing the gates wide open, was
included in the bill which we passed by
such a large vote.

The language in the original bill was:

Substantially deteriorated in guality and

is sold for the purpose of feeding or manu-
facturing alcohol.

~ That amendment was offered by the
Senator from Vermont, and I accepted
it. It was not the intention to limit the
sale of deteriorated wheat to feeding, but
it was the intention to provide for the
sale of deteriorated wheat, and also the
sale of wheat for feeding. That is the
only practical construction. No one would
want to feed rotten wheat to stock. It
has been my view that that language in
the original bill was intended to cover
what we have covered by the provision
in this bill which has raised such a storm.

Whether that is the proper construc-
tion or not, the only step forward is to
make it clear that grains may be sold
for feeding. The bill originally had no
limit as to quantity, The committee pro-
ceeded to set a limit of 125,000,000 bushels
of wheat which might be sold for feed-
ing. So it seems to me that the amend-
ment is protective of the farm groups.

What will happen when the 125,000,000
bushels of wheat have been sold? Is this
a permanent dislocation of the parity
price situation? Is it an abandonment
of the program which we undertook to
install through the bill which was never
considered in the House? On the con-
trary, Mr. President, instead of being an
abandonment of that plan it is a long
step toward its realization. We con-
cede only the sale of 125,000,000 bushels
of wheat below parity, and the bill pro-
vides that no further sales may be made
at a price less than parity.

Is that an unreasonable dislocation to
make in order to obtain what we have
been so anxious to establish? Is it un-
reasonable when the administration tells
us that it needs wheat and corn at pres-
ent, prices, without increasing them, but
without reducing them?

In the committee we were assured that
prices would not be reduced below pres-
ent prices. To make that certain we
inserted a provision preventing the re-
duction of prices below present prices.
The bill provides for 85 percent of the
parity price of corn, which is the price at
which both corn and wheat are now
selling. The Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration agreed not to reduce the oprice.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

We said, “Let us put it in writing,” and
the Senator from Georgia offered the
amendment. So if this bill is passed the
price may not be reduced. The price
will not be driven down, because under
the terms of the bill it cannot be driven
down. The floor of 85 percent is slightly
above the present selling price, instead
of being below it. The Department
stated that it needs this provision not
only because of lack of storage space, but
in order to prevent serious increases in
the prices of both wheat and corn,

The Department is interested not only
in relieving the storage situation, but also
in holding down the cost of living. It is
anxious to keep the cost of living as low
as possible. I think the administration
has made a wonderful concession. It
has agreed to the program for the sale
of 100,000,000 bushels of good wheat.

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. TUNNELL. I should like to ask
the Senator a question for my own in-
formation. As I remember, when the
question of the prohibition of sales of
certain farm commodities below parity
came up some time ago, the Senator from
Alabama took a very decided stand. The
measure was passed by a very large ma-
jority. As I remember, the three com-
modities affected were wheat, corn, and
cotton. What has happened to cotton
in the present discussion? Why is it not
involved?

Mr. BANKHEAD, If the Senator
thinks he has a good sectional question,
I shall be very glad to let him raise it.

Mr. TUNNELL. I am asking a plain
question, and I think I am entitled to an
answer. I do not think I need to be told
that I am insinuating anything sectional.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I leave it to the
Senator as to whether he is.

Mr. TUNNELL, I notice that nothing
is being said about cotton.

Mr. BANKEHEAD, I shall be very glad
to discuss that question. I am glad the
Senator raised it, because there may be
some misinformation about it.

In 1938, when the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act was passed, a large surplus
of cotton was held by the Commodity
Credit Corporation. No other agricul-
tural commeoedity was held by the Com.
modity Credit Corporation. So a sec-
tion was put in the act in 1938 limiting
the amount of cotton which might be
sold each calendar year to one and a
half million bales, and limiting the
amount which might be sold each month
to 300,000 bales. The purpose was to
bring about an orderly disposition of
the cotton, and to avoid dumping too
much of it on the market at one time.
My good friend the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Snrta] and I helped to put
that provision in the law. Probably he
was the chief author. I am glad to
credit him with it, because it has been a
splendid protective provision, and the
result has been that the Government has
made a profit instead of a loss on cotton.

This year the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration, without any floor on the sale
of cotton—it could sell cotton at 5 cents
a pound if it sew fit to do so—has
proceeded to sell all the cotton it could—
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one and a half rillion bales—on the open -
market.

That is what has happened with re-
spect to cotton. It was not necessary to
put anything in this bill with respect to
cotton. The Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion had already sold what the law al-
lowed. This is an appropriation bill.
No further legislation was necessary with
respect to cotton because in due course
the cotton held by the Commodity Credit
Corporation is being placed in competi-
tion with new crops everywhere.

Does that satisfy the Senator?

Mr. TUNNELL. I think that shows
why cotton is not being discussed.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes; because the
question is settled. It was settled in the
same way in which we are now frying
to settle the wheat question.

Mr. TUNNELL. As I understand the
argument advanced by the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAs]—and I have
not heard it answered—this amendment
would drive down the prices of both
wheat and corn.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Has the Senator
been present since I first took the floor?

Mr. TUNNELL. Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Did the Senator
hear me discuss that subject?

Mr. TUNNELL. I did not hear any
real answer to that argument.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I pointed to the
provisions of this amendment, which
would puf a definite floor of 85 percent
of the parity price of corn on the sale
price of both wheat and corn. I further
pointed out that corn and wheat are
both selling a little under that price, and
that there is no way of driving down the
price of either by the adoption of this
amendment.

If we should not adopt the amendment
the Commodity Credit Corporation would
have authority, if it should desire to do
sc—I do not think it would do so, but we
are talking about authority—to drive the
prices of wheat and cotton down as low
as they could be driven through the sale
of the stocks of those commodities held
by the Commodity Credit Corporation.

Mr. TUNNELL. Some time ago I
noticed a statement by the Secretary of
Agriculture to the effect that he favored
parity. I understood that the Senator
and his associates in the debate favored
110 percent of parity when a certain
measure was under consideration some-
time ago. Now, as I understand, they
would reduce the priee to 85 percent of
parity.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I re-
gret that the Senator is not hetter in-
formed before he criticizes his brother
Senators.

Mr. TUNNELL., If the Senator does
not want to answer the question, I will
wait and d'scuss it in my own time.

Mr, BEANKHEAD. I have in my hand
a copy of the measure to which the Sen-
ator refers. If he can find 110 percent of
parity in it, he will find something which
I have never found in it.

Mr. TUNNELL. If the Senator does
not wish to answer my question, I will
discuss it in my own time.

Mr., BANKHEAD. I will answer any
question the Senator asks; but he is
criticizing,
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Mr. TUNNELL. I am not criticizing,
and have not criticized. I asked a re-
spectful question.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am sorry, if that
was the Senator’s motive.

Mr, TUNNELL. I do not seem to get
a respectful answer.

Mr. BANEHEAD. I am sorry, and I
express my regret to the Senator if that
was his motive.

Mr. TUNNELL.
that motive.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Is it satisfactory
for me to express my regret after being
informed that the Senator’s motive was
not critical?

Mr. TUNNELL. I shall be very glad to
answer in my own time.

Mr,. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I do
not care to take up any more time. I do
not see the necessity for such a serious
storm. There is very little involved in
adopting this amendment, and much
benefit to be derived after the quantity of
wheat which is .permitted to be sold is
sold. In the meantime, 1.,400,000,000
bushels of wheat are in prospect, and
600,000,000 bushels have been carried
over, with an annual commercial use or
consumption of only ahout 500,000,000
bushels, and about a million and a half
bushels being consumed for feed on the
farms. With 650,000,000 bushels of wheat
to be consumed. and with 1,400,000,000
bushels in prospect, how dces anybody
expect the law of supply and demand to
make the price of wheat substantially
higher than it is now? ;

How does anyone expect the law of
supply and demand to put the price of
wheat substantially higher than it is now,
woen we have more than 2 years of sup-
ply for the usual consumption? I am
submitting that as a reascnable question
to reasonable men.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD, I yield.

Mr. HATCH. Does the Senator expect
that wheat would be sold below the loan
value or above it?

Mr. BANKHEAD. It might be sold at
prices below the loan value, or it might
be put under loan and later abandoned.
This bill could not hold the returns be-
low the loan value; but I have seen prices
stay considerably below the loan value
because farmers are reluctant to put
their commodities under loans. They
prefer to sell them and get the cash,
rather than put them under loans; that
is their feeling about the matter,

Mr. HATCH. The Senator is discuss-
ing the law of supply and demand. The
only reason I interrupted him——

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am always glad to
have the Senator interrupt me.

Mr. HATCH. My only reason for in-
terrupfing the Senator was to raise a
question as to the loan value. Frankly, I
think that if it had not been for the loan
value of wheat, in the past 12 months
the price of wheat would have been down
to the level of 1932,

Mr. BANKHEAD.
Senator.

Mr. HATCH. I think the loan value is
what has held up the price of wheat and
will hold it up this year.
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I certainly did have

I agree .with the
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Mr. BANKHEAD. I agree with the
Senator;
wheat, and cotton producers. I think
this amendment ultimately will result in
advantage to all of them. It will not
result in prices lower than the prices
for corn or wheat would be if they were
not affected and if the Department were
left free to sell wheat without Iimitation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreesing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. RusseLr] to the committee
amendment on page 80, beginning with
line 23.

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr, President, I rose
some time ago with the idea of obtain-
ing some information which I have not
been able to obtain curing the debate.
The Senator from Alabama has appar-
ently been engaged in a heated discus-
sion with someone else—certainly not
with me—and he had the idea that I
was attempting to criticize him or his
ideas. :

I still do not understand why it is that
a short time ago the Senator from Ala-
bama and many other Members of the
Seznate—in fact, a large majority of the
Members—were extremely anxious to
maintain parity for all three of the agri-
cultural commedities. We were inter-
ested in wheat and corn, and many
Members of the Senate were interested
in cotton. Now, apparently there is no
interest in maintaining parity for grain.

We are told that no facilities are avail-
able for the storage of wheat, that 800,-
000,000 bushels of wheat are akout to be
harvested, and that it is necessary to re-
lieve the wheat situation by disposing
of 125,000,000 bushels now held in stor-
age so that room may be made for 800,-
000,000 bushels. I do not understand an
argument of that kind. I was attempt-
ing to find out something about it, but
I did not find it out.

In view of the fact that tHe President
has declared for parity, the Secretary of
Agriculture has declared for parity, and
Congress has declared for at least parity,
it seems to me that we are entitled to
know something about a sudden change
which seems to remove all idea of parity
so far as grain—either wheat or corn—
is concerned.

I do not know; I am not supposed to
know as much about this matter as
Members of the Senate who are on the
committee. They have studied these
guestions, and yet when I asked for some
information I did not receive it. I was
told that I was criticizing. Since I have
been in the Senate I have learned that
in most cases one of the particular qual-
ifications of a critic is to know nothing.
I think the best critics are those who do
not know anything about a matter.
After listening to some of the debate in
the past few days I am more convinced
than ever that the best critics are those
who do not pretend to know. We have
been told that cerfain appropriations in
this very bill should be less. We have
never been told how much less they
should be, or what the particular
amounts should be.

In the present case we are told that the
Senate should agree to this amendment,

and I agree with the corn,
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which would permit the Commodity
Credit Corporation to sell 125,000,000
bushels of wheat, and it has been stated
that the effect of selling such wheat
would be to drive down the price of corn
and also to drive down the price of wheat.
I do not know whether that is true, but
I believe the statement of the Senator
from Oklahoma and his reasoning on
that point, and I cannot see how the
situation could be otherwise.

Are we now going to get away from the
principle of parity? Some of us were
criticized a good deal for joining with
other Senators some time ago in advocat-
ing passage of the measure, in which they
seemed to bz so much interested, and
which I think they want. We joined in
that effort because we believed it was
right.

If the pending amendment should be
agreed to, would not Senators who vote
for it be getiing entirely away frcm the
position in which they were placed? I
believe that the criticism which many of
us received at that time was of little
value to us, because I think we were right.
I think we were right when we voted to
pass the measure and when we addad to
the bill then before the Senate a prohibi-
tion of the sale of certain commodities
for less than the parity price. I think
we were right then, and I have not been
shown why it still is not right. I do
not quite understand the sudden change
which seems to have taken place.in the
Senate. I have ligtened to the d'scus-
sion, and I do not understand why a
matter which such a preponderance of
the Membzrs of the Senate a few wezks
ago deemed to be right is now scarcely
mentioned.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I have re-
frained from entering into the debate for
reasons very satisfactory to me. As
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, I told the mem-
bers of the committee who represent
corn-producing States and wheat-pro-
ducing States that I would go along with
them in whatever they agreed upon and
united upon. I have been greatly dis-
turbed by the exhibition of certain feel-
ing. My State does not grow any wheat
or any corn for the market. We take
our corn mostly in the liguid form.
[Laughter.]

However, Mr. President, it seems to me
that we are so confused about the issues
that we cannot see the forest for the
trees. Whatever else may be said, we
are proposing by this amendment to give
the Government the right to dispose of
certain commeodities which the Senator
has just mentioned, at below the price
which we overwhelmingly agreed upon
should be the price. If it suits the Sen-
ators representing wheat-producing
States and Senators representing corn-
producing States, it is all right with me;
but I think we are sowing the wind and
will reap the whirlwind.

I think my friend the Senator from
Alabama remembers the time when we
put ecotton into the pool. He had cer-
tain very positive statements to make
about that; and the fact is that we
passed the measure in the form of a
law. The Senator from Alabama made
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very positive statements to the effect
that if the farmers would plow up a
certain amount of their cotton they could
buy an equal amount of surplus cotton
at 6 cents a pound, with the understand-
ing that if cotton went below 6 cents a
“pound the Government would absorb the
loss, but that if it went above 6 cents a
pound the farmers would receive the
benefit of the increase, and would have
no overhead charges to pay—no insur-

. ance, no interest, and no storage. Sen-
ators remember the outcome of all that,
do they not?

Those who handled their cotton in
that way were charged full storage, $2.40
a bale, and that amount was deducted
from the amount the cotton brought.

So I am afraid we are getting into a
position similar to that of the Negro who
had a mule. There was an epidemic of
sore threat among mules. The Negro
went to a veterinarian and said, “My
mule is sick, sir.” The veterinarian said,
“What is the matter with him?” The
Negro said, “He has a sore throat.”

“0Oh, yes,” the veterinarian said;
“there is an epidemic. I will give you
this rubber tube. It is filled with dust.
Put it carefully in the mule’s mouth, and
blow. That is all you need to do. It
will eure him, and that will be all there
will be to it.”

The next morning the veterinarian
went along the road, and saw the Negro
sitting under a mulberry tree, all drawn

up.

“Jim,” he said to the Negro, “did you
give the mule that powder?”

“Yes, sir,” said Jim. “I stuck the tube
in his mouth. But, by God, he blowed
first.” [Laughter.]

The trouble is that we enact laws, but
“they blow first.,” [Laughter.]

Of all the ridiculous procedures en-
gaged in by the Government, I think the
most ridiculous was reneging on the
farmers in connection with the “plow-
under agreement.”

I have no confidence in Government
bureaus. I think every other Member
of the Senate will ratify what I am
saying. I was a little amused at their
saying what an enormous crop of wheat
there is. I am not pretending to argue
for the wheat and corn raisers; if this
proposal suits them, it suits me; but I
want the bureaucrats here to keep their
hands off our product.

Think of saying that with a crop of
several hundred million bushels the sale
of 125,000,000 bushels will relieve the sit-
uation. In other words, we are going to
sell 125,000,000 bushels at 85 percent of
corn parity. Anyone can figure out how
much that would mean for wheat. The
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAsS]
says it would mean about fifty-some-odd
cents a bushel below the parity on wheat.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Forty-
nine percent below the 110 fizure.

Mr. SMITH. And that we will go into
the Treasury; that is, every man in the
United States will have his opportunity
to pay the difference between the parity
on corn and the market price of corn.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent——
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from South Carolina yield to
the Senator from Missouri?

Mr, SMITH. I yield.

Mr. CLAREK of Missouri. Of course,
the Senator was a Member of the Senate
during the last war.

Mr. SMITH. Yes.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. He knows
all that happened at that time under the
Food Administration of Mr. Hoover,
The Senator also knows, I am sure, that
when Hoover fixed a minimum price on
wheat and corn it became the maximum
price. I am sure the Senator knows also
that when Congress by legislative au-
thorization fixes a price of 85 percent of
parity on corn and compels wheat to con-
form to that, we are fixing a new parity
for both.

Mr. SMITH. Not parity; we are fixing
a new price.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. We are fix-
ing a new parity for both corn and wheat,
and if anyone thinks that when that is
done we are not also establishing a prece-
dent for fixing a new parity on cotton, he
is very badly mistaken.

I think my colleague and myself are
the only two Members of the Senate who
represent a State in which the cash reve-
nue from wheat, corn, and cotton, from
feeding cattle, and from the dairy in-
dustry are almost equal. We produce all
these commodities in our State. As we
produce cotton, I am interested in what
is done about cotton. I am also inter-
ested in corn, I am interested in wheat,
and I would not do anything for one
agricultural industry which would dis-
criminate against another. But I say
to the Senator from South Carolina—and
I defy successful contradiction—that
when we start into the business of author-
izing men in the bureaus in Washington
to use the agricultural surpluses, not as a
means of disposing of the surpluses, but
as an end to break the market, what they
do to corn today they will do to wheat
‘tomorrow, what they do to wheat tomor-
row they will do to cotton day after to-
morrow, and they will do the same thing
to beef, and will do the same thing to
dairy products. It seems to me the real
issue in this whole matter is whether we
are to maintain the theory of parity,
which has been adopted by the Congress
on the very strong recommendation of
the President of the United States and
the administration, or whether we are to
authorize some bureaucrat at his will to
destroy the whole principle of parity.

When we say 85 percent of parity, that
means that 85 percent of parity is to be
the maximum, If we do that as to corn,
tomorrow it will be done as to wheat, and
eventually it will be done as to every other
agricultural commodity.

Mr, EMITH. Since we have been so
economical in every department—we owe
only about $100,000,000,000, and that
does not amount to anything!—since we
have been so economical, I wonder why
we did not propose that the surpluses
of wheat and corn should be taken and
disposed of at parity. What are we
doing? We are saying, “You can dis-
pose of yours below parity, but we are
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going to hold ours at parity.” You will
play the devil doing it, I am telling you.

I was very active in the passage of the
bill during the last war to which the
Senator from Missouri has referred. I
became very much elated because we had
left the sky the limit as to wheat, had
left other agricultural products without a
lid.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Did not the
minimum price turn out to be the maxi-
mum price?

Mr. SMITH. Wait a moment; let me
tell the story. Old Uncle Enute Nelson,
a very capable legislator, who had bzen
here much longer than I had, was dis-
cussing wheat with me, and he said, “The
Senator from Scuth Carolina has not cut
his eye teeth.” He said, “There is in this
bill a provision for a minimum of two
and a half dollars a bushel”—I think that
was the figure, at any rate, we will use
that for illustration.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It was $2.

Mr. SMITH. Two dollars, then. He
said, “That will be the maXimum.” I
said, “You were never more mistaken in
your life, and you will find that out.”

I was not familiar with jokers in bills
at that time. When the market opened
for wheat, there was discovered in the
bill a proviso that the Food Adminis-
trator could fix a figure above which a
commodity could not be priced. So he
promptly said that anything above $2 a
bushel for wheat would bes penalized un-
der the law. And there it was.

I do not feel like adding to the con-
fusion. I think everyone has an idea
just about as clear as mud regarding this
whole business. I do know, however,
that if this amendment shall be agreed
to, even if it were for but a bushel of
wheat or a bushel of corn, if those in
authority are permitted to sell below the
price for which we all fought and finally
agreed upon, we will have abandoned
the principle, we will have said: “So far
as the Government is concerned, it can
sell at one price, but the farmer must
sell at some other price.”

I do not know what will happen to
corn and wheat. One very prominent
man—so far as publicity goes he is prom-
inent—said to me, “That is for a floor
under our wheat.” C. K. Berryman, the
well-known cartoonist, drew a cartoon
showing me standing on a ladder higher
than the Washington Monument, and
the President was saying, “Say, Eb, are
you fixing a ceiling?” I was shown as
replying, “Hell, no; I'm fixing a floor.”

Just as certainly as that we are here,
we are giving up what we have fought
for, I do not care what the exigencies
are., If we want to lower the price, let
us lower it, but not grant the privilege
to someone outside. We are being criti-
cized by the newspapers as being a
worthless body. The chickens are com-
ing home to roost.

We in Congress have given cause for
the criticism which is made that we rub-
ber stamp everything, and that we say
“yes, yes” and “me, toco.” To whom do
the people lock to make laws establishing
equitable relations and justice so far as
it lies in mortal ability to do? Do the
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people look to the officials in the bureaus,
or to you and to me in the Congress?

Mr. President, I think it is our duty to
say, “We are sorry, but we cannot get
away from the fact that we have stood
for parity for wheat, for corn, for cot-
ton, and for tobacco, and we shall con-
tinue to stand for it.” Other Senators
who wish to vote otherwise may do so,
but I thought that when we stood for
parity we were incorporating a principle
into the law. For 10 years we have
fought for that principle. Now it is pro-
posed to say that we shall grant sur-
pluses for charity, and for this, and for
that, and the cther, and that the De-
partment may sell this grain in contra-
diction of what we have stood for, and
what we have fought for, and what we
have won. 3

Some Senators have made a great to-
do about the country not having facili-
ties for converting agricultural products
into alcohol. Mr. President, according
to what certain rulers have said, the
farmers are not entitled to anything.

There is much talk about 110 percent
of parity. Not a half a dozen farmers,
and I am afraid not all Senators, know
what 110 percent of parity in its final
analysis means. One hundred and ten
percent of parity does not come within
200 percent of the income of other classes
in this country. However, I do not wish
to discuss that question now.

- Mr. President, I wish to add my voice
to the demand for the utilization of grain
in the production of things which are so
necessary for the war effort. We are
rationed with respect to sugar, though I
understand sufficient storage space does
not exist for all the sugar in the country.
We are rationed with respect to gasoline,
and gasoline is being burned cut in the

West in order to get rid of it. We are
rationed with respect to tires. I think
there is a scarcity of tires. We are not

using American ingenuity in getting the
material which is available for the pro-
duction of these things which are almost
as essential in our organized life as food,
and which are essential to the production
of food. Our American civilization moves
on rubber wheels, Before the committee
presided over by the Senator from Iowa
[Mr, GiLLeTTE] it was demonstrated that
we could convert all sorts of grains and
potatoes into an element which could be
used in making tires. Why do we not do
it? Why have not the bureaus which are
running the Government suggested that
certain appropriations be made so as to
give the people of America that great sine
qua non—rubber? Whatever else may
be said, a spirit which is dangerous to
the country will be created if we do not
convince the people that we are using
every means in our power, even drastic
means, to get the wherewithal to make
synthetic rubber.

How many synthetic rubber plants are
now in full operation, and who owns
them? It might be interesting if some
Senators were to inquire into that mat-
ter. But, Mr. President, I am getting
off the subject.

If we agree to the amendment which
grants to the Government the right to
dispose of these commodities at a price
under parity, we shall give away all we

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

have stood for during all these years.
Senators may argue concerning the ques-
tion of how many angels can stand on
the point of a pin, but that does not
interest me. The bold fact stands out
that we cannot make this concession now
for no more reason than has been urged,
without giving away what we have stood
for and fought for during all these years.
I will vote with the Senators from the
Wheat and Corn States for whatever they
want, but let them stand for parity. If
the wheat farmers have produced too
much wheat, that is their lookout.

I have very strong feelings with respect
to the great and learned organizations
which are saying, “But the farmer will
not lose anything.” My God, most of
the farmers do not have anything to
lose.

Members of the Senate, I have not
burdened the Senate with many speeches.
I have sat in my seat and let this thing
run until it seemed to me it is about to
run clear over the falls. I have fought
relentlessly against any encroachment on
parity. I do not want the Government
to be paying me out of the Treasury the
difference between what it is thought I
ought to have and what I receive in the
market., I am under no obligation to
anyone except to my country and to my-
self. What I can get in the market
ought to satisfy me.

If cotton goes to 5 cents and is worth
only 5 cents, and I am fool enough to
continue to make it, I ought to receive 5
cents, and not have the Government
come in and say, “We are going to take a
certain amount out of the taxes of the
people and pay it to you.” That is not
right. Let all producers be on an equal-
ity, and let them share and share alike
in the market place.

Mr. President, we sit here and discuss
whether we will permit certain bureaus
of the Government to sell grain below
what we think it is worth, and hear the
foolish assertion made that the sale of
125,000,000 bushels of wheat will open
the way for 1,800,000,000 bushels.

Mr. President, I may be like the man
who was on the jury, which when it
came in to make a report that it could
not agree was asked by the judge why it
could not reach a verdict. That man
said, “Judge, there are 11 of the
damndest fools on this jury that I ever
saw. I can’t get them to agree with
me.” [Laughter.] That may be my
position, but God helping me, I am not
going to turn around and eat my words
and vote against a principle for which I
have united with Senators from the corn-
and wheat- and cotton-producing States,
the principle of obtaining parity for
agriculture. .

Mr. President, if we are not going to
get parity, let us throw up our hands and
quit. We have 125,000,000 bushels of
wheat which it is proposed to sell for
feed—enough wheat for charity and
enough for this and for that. I am sorry
to see some of my good friends falling by
the wayside. I do not know what has
frightened them. I think perhaps a visit
some of them made played the devil with
them.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. A what?

Mr, SMITH. A certain visit they made.
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Mr. President, I have been in the Sen-
ate for a long time. I have been here
longer than I ought to have been here,
but never, before the God who made me,
have I gone back on what I have con-
ceived to be a principle. What is now
involved is a principle, If Senators are
going to turn around like a set of whipped
curs and run away from that principle
and say “Yes; you can have 125,000,000
bushels and sell them for certain specified
purposes, but we will fix the price way
below parity,” go to it,

Mr. O'MAHONEY obtained the floor.

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

. Mr. BARKLEY. The hour of adjourn-
ment has arrived. Obviously we cannot
complete action on the bill today.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iam frank to say,
Mr. President, that I think some of the
remarks I intend to make may provoke
a little discussion. Probably it will be
difficult to finish this evening.

Mr. BARKLEY. I should like to move
that the Senate take a recess at this time.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, - Mr. President, if
the Senator will withhold his motion, it
is my understanding that the majority
leader is about to move that the Senate
take a recess, and that we shall meet to-
morrow at noon and resume considera-
tion of the pending measure?

Mr. BARELEY. That is correct.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, If there is no ob-
jection, I shall resume the floor when the
Senate meets tomorrow.

LIMITATIONE ON COST OF CONSTRUCTION
OF ARMY AND NAVY LIVING QUAR-
TERS

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, there
are two measures on the calendar which
have been reported from the Military Af-
fairs Committee. They have been on the
calendar for some time. We are ex-
tremely anxious to have them passed.

One of them relates to certain military
structures which are now in operation,
but which cannot be completed unless a
certain limitation is liffed. The matter
has been considered by the Military Af=
fairs Committee, and the measure has
been favorably reported.

If there is no objection, I should like
to dispose of these two measures at this
time. It will require only a moment. I
have spoken to the minority leader.
Some time ago, because proper explana-
tion was not made, he objected to the
consideration of these measures, and
quite properly at the time,

The other measure relates to the ap-
pointment of cadets to the United States
Military Academy at West Point. At the
present time there are many vacancies,
attributable to the fact that Members of
Congress have not taken advantage of
the opportunity to fill vacancies. The
bill has been passed by the House, and
has been reported from the Committee
on Military Affairs with an amendment.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, what
are the numbers on the calendar?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Calendar No. 1088
is Senate Joint Resolution 129, to remove
certain limitations on the cost of con-
struction of Army and Navy living quar-
ters; and Calendar No. 1394 is House bill
6979, to authorize an increase of the
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number of cadets at the United States
Military Academy and to provide for
maintaining the corps of cadets at au-
thorized strength.

With respect to Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 129, there is a limitation upon the
construction of Army and Navy living
quarters for officers and enlisted men.
The limitation varies in different sec-
tions, depending upon the location of the
buildings and the terrain. In certain
instances the establishments cannot be
completed because the buildings which
have been completed must be connected
with gas lines, electric lines, or sewer
lines. The War Department has made a
very reasonable explanation. The com-
mittee has unanimously reported the
joint resolution favorably. The Sena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. AvsTin] and the
Scenator from Alabama [Mr. HiLnl are
present in the Chamber. I am confident
that they will both recall the testimony
of the Army officers.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have
no objection to the consideration of the
joint resolution provided it will not re-
quire much time. The other measure
may lead to some discussion. The West
Point bill had probably better go over
until tomorrow.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the West
Point bill has passed the Senate.

Mr. REYNOLDS. That is correct.

Mr. HILL. The Senate passed a bill,
which went to the House, About the
time the Senate passed the Senate bhill,
the House passed its own bill.

Mr. BARKELEY, That frequently oc-
curs. A bhill passed in the House will
meet under the dome a bill passed in
the Senate, and one will say to the other,
“Let me by this time, and I will let you
by the next time.” [Laughter.]

Mr, HILL, Mr. President, the Senator
from North Carolina is asking for the
passage of the House bill with an amend-
ment in the identical language of the
Senate bill which the Senate passed a
few days ago. :

Mr. BARKLEY. Under those condi-
tions, I have no objection to either meas-
ure.

Mr. McNARY. I do not recall that the
two measures were objected to on the
regular call of the calendar some weeks
ago.

Mr. BARKLEY. They were not called.

Mr. McNARY. Personally I see no
objection. Any Senator who may object
can move to reconsider tomorrow. So
long as there is an emergency, as stated
by the Senator from North Carolina, I
have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
ohjection to the present consideration of
Senate Joint Resolution 129?

There being no objection, the joint
resolution (S. J. Res. 129) to remove cer-
tain limitations on the cost of construc-
tion of Army and Navy living quarters
was considered, ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Resolved, etc., That limitations heretofore
or hereafter placed upon the cost of con-
struction of quarters for commissioned offi-
cers, commissioned warrant or warrant offi-
cers, and enlisted men of the Army and Navy
shall not be construed to prohibit or exclude
additional expenditures for equipment and
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work cutside of such quarters, including, but
not limited to, providing for the furnishing
of electricity, gas, water, sewage disposal, and
for roads, walks, grading, and drainage.

INCREASE IN NUMBER OF CADETS AT
UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I
now ask that the Senate proceed to con-
sider House bill 6979, to authorize an
increase in the number of cadets at the
United States Military Academy.

There being no objection, the Senate
preceeded to consider the hill (H. R.
6979) to authorize an increase of the
number of cadets at the United States
Military Academy and to provide for
maintaining the corps of cadets at
authorized strength, which had been
reported from the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs with an amendment, to
strike out all after the enacting clause
and in lieu thereof to insert:

That, on and after July 1, 1942, there shall
be allowed at the United States Military
Academy four cadets for each Senator, Rep-
resentative, Delegate in Congress, and the
Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico,
gix for the District of Columbia, and two
cadets to be selected by the Governor of the
Panama Canal from among the sons of civil-
ians residing in the Canal Zone and the sons
of civillan personnel of the United Btates
Government and the Panama Railroad Co.
residing in the Republic of Panama, in addi-
tion to the number now authorized to be
appointed from the United States at large,
and from the enlisted men of the Regular
Army and National Guard, and from the sons
of deceased officers, soldiers, sailors, and
marines,

Sec. 2. When on the date of admission of a
new class the total number of cadets is be-
low the number authorized, the Secretary of
‘War may bring the corps of cadets to full
strength by appointing qualified alternates
and candidates recommended by the aca-
demic board, two-thirds thereof from gquall-
fled alternates and one-third thereof from
qualified candidates: Provided, That any ap-
pointment made under this section shall be
an additional appointment and shall not
constitute an appointment otherwise author-
ized by law.

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, the commit-
tee amendment is the identical language
of the Senate bill passed by the Senate
several day: ago.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed, and the hill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

STUDY AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE SMALL
AIRPLANE

Mr. REYNORLDS. Mr. President, I
should like to read a letter which I have
received. It is very brief:

A1 FacTs,
New York, N. Y., May 4, 1942,
Hon. RoserT R. REYNOLDS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear 8m: As chairman of the Senate Mili-

tary Affairs Committee, I believe you will be

interested in glving consideration to the fact

that the proper study and development of the -

small airplane as both a weapon and impor-
tant unit in the auxiliary air services is being
almost wholly neglected,

May 19

Many of us in aviation feel that this is a
serious defect in our war effort; that, in fact,
the small airplane is a vital link in air power.

In the editorial beginning on page 5 of the
enclosed issue of Air Facts the case for and
against the small airplane is set down at some
length.

Could you possibly find time to review this?

We must be the first to learn to use air
power decislvely.

Most truly,
LecHTON CoLLINS, Editor.

I have read the editorial with a great
deal of interest. In view of the fact that
the Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS], &
member of the Military Affairs Commit-
tee, is mentioned in the opening para-
graph of the editorial, I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the Recorp
as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrb,
as follows:

XIF-1
1

In presenting the Frank M. Hawks Me-
morial Award of Air Service Post 501 of the
American Legion to Mr. Thomas H. Beck of
Collier’s recently, Senator Thomas of Utah,
a member of the Senate Military Affairs Com~
mittee, made a very interesting point of the
fact that among pilots we have no counter-
part of the suggestion box which is doing
such wonders in speeding up production in
factories all over the country. He was in-
clined to urge that aviation people should
accept the responsibility to think through
this thing of how we are going to win the
war, what new strategy, what new tactical
principle, what new adaptation of the air-
plane will put us ahead long enough to turn
the tide before an effective defense can be
set up. Wars usually begin to be won only
after such a turn, usually a rather imagina-
tive one at first,

The assertions and confidence of laymen
about military matters is, of course, largely
proportional to their lack of information.
But as among us pilots, this is anybody's
war—that is as to ideas—for there are no
experts yet. The game is too new. The
adaptation of the modern airplane to military
uses is still in its infancy. For that reason
the thousands of pilots who are today ear-
nestly talking new ideas are not talking out
of turn, or simply sawing on the Government
for want of something better to do. They
are performing a useful function in giving
impetus to any idea which their particular
background of experience brings forth, for
who else has the benefit of that particular ex-
perience and consequently that particular
viewpoint? Out of every thousand or so such
ideas one will be sound, will lean intuitively
into the future, will find its place in the war
effort. s

Thus to build an idea box on how to win
this war among this audience of pilots.

I

Our tendency today seems to be to think
maybe too much in terms of the strength of
air power and too little in terms of its weak-
nesses. Unquestionably the war has demon=
strated a good deal of both, in fact enough
for us to pause to think of just what air
power will and what it will not do.

In listing some of the evidence of the
strength of air power you would probably
start off with the relentlessness of the Stukas
in the fall of France; the part played by light
observation plenes as they gulded the racing
armored divisions through Poland; the trans-
portation of troops into Norway by air; and
again the Stukas in Greece.

Even more spectacular are the accomplish-
ments of air power at sea: the Bismarck, Pearl
Harbor, the Repulse, the Prince of Wales, the
Dorsetshire, and Cornwall, the carrier Hermes,
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the Haruna, General MacArthur's squadron of
two P-40's each with a 500-pound bomb car-
ried in a home-made rack.

But there are also evidences of the weak-
ness of air power. England has built up an
air force under constant bombardment,
equipped an army prepared to fight. What
then has Germany gotten for the man-hours
of labor and materials and men which have
brought forth only a disheveled but stronger
England? And now, with a sufficlent concen-
tration of antiaircraft and fighter planes for
defense, the raids over England have even
become comparatively infrequent. Actually
Germany may have weakened herself by this
use of air power. May we not then well ask
whether long-range, or even short-range
bombing can alone ever bring a decision? It
appears, in fact, to be unprofitable beyond a
certain point.

The reason that the profitableness of
bombing can properly come into question at
some point is that you cannot pass off lightly
the fact that a four-motored bomber repre-
sents around 300,000 man-hours of labor not
to mention a great deal in the way of critical
materials. If you lese 10 such units a day
over all the world's battle fronts it means
525,000 people must work 40 hours a week to
furnish replacements. Maybe the primary
value of the long-range heavy bomber is in
hit-and-run raids, and to keep heavy naval
forces far enough out at sea to become prey
to the aircraft carrier and the torpedo plane,
Maybe it is not something which can be used
profitably on heavily defended areas at all.
Could we finally suffer from having too many
heavy bombers and too few something els=?

Maybe no one really knows. But in re-
viewing thus briefly both the strength and
the weakness of air power one thing does
stand out. In the theaters where air power
has scored decisively it worked in conjunc-
tion with either naval or land units. That
suggests that our real problem in the effective
use of air power is always one of coordina-
tion and adaptation. It seems that our ex-
periences to date reveal that we have coor-
dinated air power with naval forces and the
aircraft carrier much better than we have
coordinated it with land operations. On the
battlefleld of Russia, for instance, where the
final outcome of the war has doubtless been
more definitely shapad than anywhere else,
alr power seems to have been deficient.
Maybe it was from lsck of equipment for
sustained operations along a 2,000-mile front,
or maybe it was from something else. But
looking back at France, and Poland, and
Greece it can be seen that where the airplane
hes delivered in land operations so far it has
done so because it was turned to fit the
needs of the ground forces.

About a year ago someone wrote a foreeful
article giving point to the fact that all wars
are finally won by a man with a knife in his
hand, that all else is simply preparatory to
his final effectiveness. Certainly artillery is
not decisive without the charge, nor does it
appear that high altitude fighting, indiscrim-
inate bombing, or air raids in general will be
except insofar as they are eventually tied in
directly with the movement of ground forces.
There is no sweeter morsel than the bombing
of Tokyo, but after such a barrage we still
have our war to win and must face the fact
that air power's decisiveness will grow out of
and only out of adapting the airplane better
and better to the needs of the man with a
knife in his® hand. Alr power's greatest
weakness lies, in fact, in a failure to do that
for the reason that it is too costly a weapon
to use indecisively.

I

We have only four things with which we
can win this war: Man-hours or labor, ma-
terials, fighting men, leadership. There are
definite limitations on the first three of these
items, especially the first two. We are prone
to overlook that fact because in thinking of
ourselves as a wealthy nation we forget that

-good today, in fact does not exist.
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our wealth was in terms of what money would
buy in peacetime. That money is not any
We now
have only man-hours and materials as our
currency and not so much of it but that
every unit of it must be used with full reali-
zation of how desperately valuable it is,

It is for such reasons of man-hour and ma-
terials economy, as well as effectiveness, that
those of us who know small airplanes best
feel =0 strongly that we are doing something
dangerous in neglecting to adapt and coor-
dinate fully the small airplane to the needs
of the ground forces. There is, of course,
some question as to just how potent a weapon
the small airplane might turn out to be. It
may or may not be potent. Military people
say not, that is the older ones. But that is
not the important thing at the moment.
The Important thing is that the military de-
velopment of the small airplane is now being
almost wholly neglected and that such neg-
lect is not based on either experiment or
established fact. The real trouble is that in
making its military debut the small airplane
is up against the same thing it was when it
first reached the commercial market: There
is a psychological resistance to it.

There was a time when the salesmen of
small airplanes were actually run off air-
ports by commercial operators. . The small
airplane threatened their investment in ex-
pensive equipment. Egqually objectionable to
them was the fact that the smail airplane
also tended to depreciate the importance of
their professicn, or at least they felt that
way.

In the military field the latter factor is
operative against the small airplane. And
there are others. There is the psychological
factor that size and sound relate themselves
in our minds with strength and ferocity.
We instinctively want the highest powertd,
the fastest, the heaviest gunned, the loudest
airplane which can be made—to simply blow
hell out of them with. You can understand,
too, that from both the standpoint of emo-
tional satisfaction as well as a career an A/C
weuld rather dream of being the pilot of a
Thunderbolt or a B-24 or the commanding
officer of a force of such airplanes than
similarly connected with small airplanes.
The analogy in the Navy would be a midship-
man’s dream of commanding the largest, most
powerful, most heavily gunned, most heavily
armored, most unsinkable battieship ever
built.

Naturally those in the high councils fall
under the same burden of the race in trying
to think objectively. Yet, it was a mosquito
boat which tcok General MacArthur out of
Bataan when the mightiest battleship afloat
could not have gotten him out.

The psychological resistance to the small
airplane makes itself evident in even as pri-
mary a situation as that of flight training.
An official inguiry would bring forth a wealth
of expert testimony that the small airpianes
do not make good pllots, that to fly hot stuff
a man should start on and come up on heavy
equipment. Actually, that simply is not
true. What were once small-plane pilots are
fiying air liners today; American small-plane
pilots who went to the Royal Air Force early
in the war were fighting with Spitfires in 6
weeks; some of the most precise and deft fly-
ing of our pursuit ships today is being done
by ferry pilots who were small-piane pilots
until they went through a check flight in a
PT, then a BT, and some of them an AT.
Today it is a truism that it is not what a
pilot learns on but how he is taught.

Here is the real meaning of small plane
versus heavy plane in primary training. The
small trainer represents 400 man-hours of
labor and a correspondingly small amount of
materials, The usual PT represents around
4,000 man-hours of labor and much more in
the way of materials, especially critical ma-
terials. Then in use you have, due to the
phenomenal dependability and ruggedness of
the small engines, only about one-twentieth

_their own Initiative.
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of the need for mechanics for maintenance
purposes as you have in connection with

-heavy trainers. The heavy trainers will, of

course, still be needed, and in great numbers,
for acrobatics and transition.

The difference in man-hours and materials
in starting out on small planes is not just a
minor point. Half of those who start are
washed out anyhow, so that is all lost, Of
those who do get through, certainly not one
cf them is gaining anything in ability by hav-
ing been trained at a needless loss of man-
hours and materials which could have just
as well gone into fighting equipment.

You can even go a step further and consider
that something like the Culver, still close to
the 400 man-hour level, could be used just as
well as not as an initial basic trainer, where
you would have an even larger man-hour and
material saving. Actually around 90 percent.
And fuel and its transportation and produc-
tion also enter the picture: Five gallons an
hour against 35. And oil. And tires. And
critical materials, the Culver being primarily
a wooden airplane. Were we a rich nation
it would not matter, but we are not.

Training, however, is only one possible mili-
tary function of the small airplane. Already
some excellent ambulance adaptations are
being demonstrated by the manufacturers on
Already, somewhat un-
der duress of the Artillery, a good many small
planes have been acquired for liaison and
observation work. Some say they will not be
used under service conditions and some say
they will. But at least they are as expendable
as the much more expensive mechanical units
with which they work. Would it not be
cheaper to 1pse a few readily replaceable small
planes of this type each day than at the end
of a week lose a whole mechanized division
from simply baving driven headlong into a
trap? And certainly the small 400 man-hour
observation plane is no more defenseless than
its 10 000 man-hour equally slow predecessor.

The question of vulnerability of low-flying
small planes, however, does not enter into
their use for off-shore patrol, and by now
most everyone has had his say about that.
But just to show how far ideas can go once
they start kicking around, a further innova-
tion of the patrol idea down in Florida was
to have a small plane circle each coastwise
tanker for a few hours and then have another
small plane come out from a shore base and
take over, and so on. The cost of such con-
voying would be trivial. The question is
whether it would be effective. Among other
things, no one has said just why these small
planes cannot carry at least a 100 pound depth
charge. At any rate, an oil company has
made a contract with a small seaplane owner
to circle one of its tankers all the way up
the coast and to put in each night with the
tanker at some port, For the man-hour cost
at which the military would provide this same
protection for just one trip you could build an
additional 50 to 100 small seaplanes. Nor
has there been any mention yet of small plane
carriers from converted freighters for really
intensive anti-submarine patrol, or whatever
else the small plane might become adaptable
to at sea. Remember always: wherever they
can serve they release vital man-hours and
materials for more decisive operations.

Another point at which the small airplane
has been left out in the cold is in connection
with the need of troop transports, a field in
which it might prove especially adaptable.
In that connection a lot is being said about
troop-carrying gliders. Scmehow it seems
that a 12-place 120’ wingspread glider limited
to a 100-miles-per-hour towing speed is not
something that is going too far as a weapon,
The large wingspread alone seems incon-
gruous with the avowed purpose of going into
small places. On the other hand, it seems
that trailer planes might be on the target if
something must be pulled. If you threw
the engine, gas tanks, and related accessories
out of a standard Beechcraft bi-plane you
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would have an eight place trailer plane which
could be towed fast and could get down on
& road at a reasonable speed. But why jump
the small plane entirely all the way to trailer
planes and gliders?

Just one of our small-plane factories could
have since last December built by now 2,000
600-man-hour 100 miles per hour 8-place
troop carriers You cannot build a 12-place
glider on 2,000 man-hours of labor, besides the
small planes can come back under their own
power and shuttle. They have Commando
ralds with naval and air protection and use
open barges. Why couldn't there be air-
borne Commando raids to interior points with
air protection? This sort of thing would be
fitting the airplane more into the hand of
the man who eventually wins wars. And,
mind you, these 2,000 small troop carriers
mentioned would represent a man hour in-
vestment equivalent to that of only 315 four-
engine bomberd. Also mentionable is the
fact that these 2,000 small troop carriers
could move 1,000,000 pounds of cargo 100
miles per hour any time they were called
upon. You can’t do that with 3% four-
engine bombers.

It would be a fair question to ask how
small ships could be gotten to where they
would likely be used in actual service. The
solution to that problem seems to be no dif-
ferent than getting pursuit planes across,
You simply can't expect to fioat airplanes
across, for that will never get them there in
numbers in time. At least there is behind
us the fact that a man named Jones flew an
Aeronca Chilef nonstop from Los Angeles to
New York several years ago. Even 3 light
plane carriers spaced between Brazil and
Africa to be used as refueling bases would
mean only 500 miles in a jump, and there
are no better engines than the small ones.

w

The most vital thing to find out about the
smail airplane, though, is whether it can be
made into a weapon. If it can, it may be the
most important airplane of all, because it can
be made to fit more closely than any other
into the needs and problems of the ground
forces. Behind the artillery power of the
heavy bomber, behind the 16-inch never-
used guns of the fleet, behind something
must come the man. The small plane can go
with him. It can be a form of cavalry of the
alr When he advances it can provide an
overhead flank attack. Or it can attack from
behind. Essentially it is cavalry which has
become free of the ground, the flexibility and
striking power of which even on the ground
has often turned the tides of history.

Is the small plane a potential assault
weapon? It would be subject to air attack,
but its field of operation would be up to only
100 feet and it would never go over the enemy
lines except when coordinated with an advance
of the ground units it was supporting. It
would therefore have protection from the
ground most of the time. If a high-speed ship
should dive at it, the former would have to
start pulling out before it got within range,
else It would strike the ground. If the fast
ship came in level and fast, it would still be
subject to ground fire and at the same time
would be robbed of its maneuverability, for
you are simply in a groove at three to four
hundred miles an hour and can get out of it
only very slowly. If the fast ship came in
glow it would get licked, for it is clumsy.

Even so, cavalry lcsses often run high. In
some of the most decisive cavalry charges in
history losses ran to 50 percent, but they
often meant the beginning of the end of .a
war. The thing we must get over is the fact
that 1 pilot can be lost halfway around the
world and be written up In every newspaper
in the country, whereas the public never
knows the name of even 1 of the 500 infan-
trymen lost fighting on the ground below him
during the same afternoon. There is not that
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disparity—in fact, any disparity—in what
they are doing, and the fact there even ap-
pears to be any Is merely evidence of how
oddly we sometimes act only on mention of
the word “airplane.” Around this psychic
phenomena might also lie the real reasons for
much of our failure to put the airplane in the
hands of the man on the ground. But look-
ing at it from the soldier's standpoint, if he
is riding 30 miles an hour In a jeep and is
under fire, or is running afoot in a charge,
he would not turn down a chance to move up
50 feet and fly 100 to 150 miles per hour.
Theve is as big a gap today between him and
ailr power as there is between crop dusting
and the operator of an air line. Yet both
are essential.

Many of the gquestions as to the combat
potentialities of the small alrplane are, of
course, upen to argument. So long, however,
as there is no real proof either way, it does
seem a pity that rather than having the
small airplane more or less persona non grata
with the military and having it force its way
into their thinking in overdemonstrated merit
in small ways, it should be taken hold of
vigorously, experimented with, and, if pos-
sible, forged into a weapon which may have a
vital place in the final turn of the tide. If it
is a weapon, it has the advantage of being
adaptable to easily and quickly trained pilots
(it could be spin proof) and certainly it

would be no trick to be scon turning out .

thousands of them a month as needed.
Otherwise we might exhaust owr productive
capacity in building 5,000 a month of some-
thing which would still leave us with a war
to win simply for the reason that it cannot
work closely encugh to the ground soldier.
The small plane in war paint obviously would
not supplant any present type equipment
such as fighter planes, interceptor planes,
medium or heavy bombers. They are just as
necessary as ever and for the same good rea-
sons. That, however, should not obscure the
fact that the function of the small plane is to
perform a job which the large plane cannot
do, and which apparently must be done if we
are ever to end a war of air attrition.
L. C.

USE OF AUTOMOBILES 1IN THE PROSECU-
TION OF THE WAR

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, none
of our domestic problems is of more seri-
ous concern at the moment than that of
maintaining adequate transportation.
The present furor over gasoline rationing
is evidence enough of the vital part the
automobile has in the war effort. It is
the opinion of competent authorities that
a great number of present vehicles must
be maintained for war production and es-
sential civilian life. We could expect a
greater degree of public appreciation of
conditions and public cooperation if there
were not such widespread confusion. An
organization which is dealing realistically
with the problem of automotive transpor-
tation in the face of the very critical
rubber situation and the shortage of gas-
oline supplies in the East is the American
Automobile Association. It is the opinion
of the American Automobile Association
that if statements giving the public the
real picture as it exists were emanating
from an authoritative source much of the
current confusion would be eliminated.

The executive committee of the Ameri-
can Automobile Association met in
Washington last week. The committee
was given factual information by Joseph
B. Eastman, Director, Office of Defense
Transportation; Arthur B. Newhall, Co-
ordinator of Rubber; and Ralph K.
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Davies, Deputy Petroleum Coordinator.
The committee is composed of Thomas
P. Henry, president of the A. A. A.; How=-
ard W, Hughes, president of the Pennsyl-
vania Motor Federation, Pennsylvania;
Henry J. Brunnier, California State Auto-
mobile Association, California; William
G. Bryant, Automobile Club of Michigan,
Michigan; Paul J. Gnau, president of the
Ohio State Automobile Association,
Ohio; Charles M. Hayes, president of the
Chicago Motor Club, Illinois; Matt F.
Morse, president of the Automobile Club
of St. Louis, Missouri; Arthur D. Smith,
Automobile Club of Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania; Clarence Werthan, Rocky
Mountain Motorists Association, Colo-
rado; John H. Wright. president of the
Jamestown Automobile Club, New York;
John L. Young, managing director, Cleve-
land Automobile Club, Ohio; and Edgar
F. Zelle, vice president of the Minnesota
State Automobile Asscciation, Minnesota.

At the conclusion of its sessions the
committee issued a highly constructive
statement of policy, which I ask unani-
mous consent to insert in the CowGres-
SIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF
THE AMERICAN AUTOMOEILE ASSOCIATION,
MAY 16, 1942 ;

There is accumulating from day to day
overwhelming evidence that America’s fleet
of 28,500,000 passenger cars will be called
upon to play a vital role in connection with
the effective prosecution of the war and the
maintenance of a sound clvilian economy
back of the war effort.

Up to the present time it does not appear
that some of the policy makers in Govern-
ment have had a clear appreciation of the
importance of the automobile. This was in-
dicated by constant references to pleasure
cars, which, as a matter of fact, are things
of the past.

To the extent that some policy makers have
made this mistake, they have overlooked the
fact that this Nation, over a quarter of a cen=-
tury, has built up a social and economic sys=
tem centering largely around the passenger
automobile, and that violent disruption of its
use would bring disastrous consequences.

From now on it is of the most urgent im-
portance that all governmental agencies
which have a responsibility for transportation
efficiency should concentrate their attention
on maintaining in necessary and useful serv-
fce as many passenger cars as possible, The
demobilization of any great number of pas-
senger cars would place a tremendous bur-
den on mass transportation facllities. These
facilities cannot be greatly expanded, due to
scarcity of critical materials. Thus, a break-
down in passenger-car use would inevitably
retard war production, demoralize our civilian
economy, and hamper the whole war effort.
Nor must it be forgotten that State reve-
nues, particularly as they affect road building,
maintenance, and bond issues, are almost
wholly dependent on the taxes pald by
motorists. j

It is incumbent upon every owner of a
passenger car in America to use the car as a
public trust, to conserve the vehicle and the
tires so that their life and usefulness can
be extended for the duration of the emer=
gency. But public cooperation in a conser-
vation program can only be had if the
motorists understand what is expected of
them and if Government gives them a clear
plcture of the shortages that exist in critical
materials,
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Unfortunately, untold damage has been
done to the cause of conservation by a welter
of conflicting statements emanating from
Government officials as to actual shortage
conditions pertaining to rubber and gasoline.
The country is teday in an utter state of
confusion as to shortages, rationing objec-
tives, and rationing inequities. It is im-
perative that Government give the people a
consistent story as to the facts and that the
telling of it be not left to subordinates but
come from the people vested with authority,
if necessary, the President of the United
States.

The Chief Executive should naturally have
the power, if he does not already have it, to
acquire any and all instrumentalities of
transportation in the interest of efficient
prosecution of the war, and this includes
passenger automobiles. But it should be
made clear that this wartime power would
be exercised by the President and his re-
sponsible agents only when it is absolutely
necessary, and that the objective be not
merely to accumulate a mammoth pool of
automobiles to be kept in idleness to meet a
demand that may never eventuate.

The motorists of the country are perfectly
willing to assign their vehicles for war pur-
poses when they are needed. In the mean-
time there should be an end to threats of
confiscation and commandeering, the only
-effect of which has been to cause millions of
pecple to question the value of conserving
property that might be taken from them
overnight.

Confiscation of automobiles has been
widely publicized as a means of enforcing
a proposed Federal speed limit of 40 miles
an hour. There is every reason for lower
speed limits on the highways as a means of
conservation, but this is being secured in
substantial measure now through a unique
degree of motorists’ cooperation and through
State action. The need for a Federal statute
which would be all but unenforceable and
with such a penalty as is proposed is highly
questionable. y

If it be the policy of the Government, as
it should ke, to maintain as many passenger
cars as possible in service, it naturally fol-
‘lows that the needs of these cars should
be related to the plans of the Government
as regards rubber. Specifically, the syn-
thetic rubber program should be extended
as a bulwark sgainst the day when conserva-
tion as such is not enough to maintain an
adequacy of passenger-car transportation.

The Government should inaugurate an
aggressive campaign for the collection of
enormous quantities of scrap rubber, for the
lack of which the reclaiming plants are faced
with & shut-down in a few months. Sim-
flarly, it should be made clear that once a
formula for essential use is developed, ex-
isting stocks of tires will be rationed out on
the most liberal basis that a prudent re-
gard for the future will permit, and not
held for 8 years or more as the public is now
being told. Inequities in tire-rationing reg-
ulations should bhe speedily removed and
steps should be taken to get into circulation
the enormcus number of used tires that are
now frozen because of established price ceil-
ings. Inventories of tire stocks, new and
used, should be completed and made public
as an essential part of the information the
people should have fo understand the rubber
situation

As regards gasoline, in spite of the short-
age on the Atlantic seaboard, a commendable
effort has been made to supply this area with
gasoline through the development of over-
land and safe water transportation. It is
now clear that because of military require-
ments, we cannot depend upon the tanker
fleet, The time has come for the policy
makers to consider again the wisdom of pro-
viding materials for a pipe line that would
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bring petroleum supplies up to essential re-
quirements into an area of the country which
is called upon to play an outstanding role
in the industrial war effort. Immediate at-
tention should also be given to the petroleum
requirements for the Pacific Northwest.

In the event that gasoline rationing on a
Nation-wide scale is considered, the ques-
tion should be approached from the stand-
point of an over-all policy closely related to
a program of vehicle and rubber conserva-
tion and not as a measure of economic
repression.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. McKELLAR. I move that the
Senate proceed to consider executive
business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads, reported
favorably the nominations of several
postmasters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR-
pockK in the chair). If there be no fur-
ther reports of committees, the clerk
will state the nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the nom-
inations of postmasters be confirmed en
bloc, and that the President be imme-
diately notified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are confirmed
en bloc; and, without objection, the Pres-

. ident will be immediately notified.

That completes the Executive Calendar.
RECESS

Mr. McKELLAR. As in legislative
session, I move that the Senate take a
recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 30 minutes p. m.) the Senate
tock a recess until tomorrow, Wednesday,
May 20, 1942, at 12 o’clock noon.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 19 (legislative day of May
15, 1942) :

POSTMASTERS

MASSACHUSETTS

Eva Fitzpatrick, Allerton,

Amy A. Hawks, Bolton.

Clarence R. Halloran, Framingham.
Mildred D. O'Neil, Hyannis Port.
John E. Roche, Orange.

John R. Parker, Rockland.

Rosella Webb, Bouth Lincoln,

John J. Easton, South Walpole,
Mary E. Joseph, Truro,

Nellle G. McDonald, Ward Hill.
Felix A. Dalmas, Wellfleet.

Roger W. Cahoon, Jr., West Harwich,
John T. Sheehan, Worcester,

MISSOURI

Alexander W. Graham, Kansas City.
Fred King, Queen City.

SOUTH DAKOTA

J. Edward Meyer, Mobridge.
George D. Blake, Spearfish,
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TENNESSEE
Lillian G. Freemon, Leoma,
William S, Fields, Milan.
James H. Davenport, Soddy.
Phil W. Campbell, Tiptonville.
Floyd Mitchell, Tullahoma.
James K. St. Clair, White Bluff.

TEXAS

I. J. Burns, Brady.
Joseph Morris Woolsey, Yoakum,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TUESDAY, MAY 19, 1942

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont-
gomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer: 4

O God of our fathers, refresh Thy peo-
ple on their toilsome way that their lives
may be filled with patience and faith. O
lock upon the mass of human suffering
and imperfection which mutely cries unte
Thee; let their unworded pains break
forth into the music of that eter 1al hope
which never dies. Grant that the chasm
between the poor and the rich, the for-
tunate and the enslaved, may soon be
lessened, giving vision hours in which
sacrifice is transfigured and man every-
where is lifted up to behold the possibili-
ties of human life.

Mercifully look upon our historic in-
stitutions and blot out all strife, all an-
tagonisms, that they may not surge
through the arteries of our national life.
Cleanse all hearts of the spirit of selfish-
ness, and grant that their dim and en-
tangled threads may be unraveled in the
clear light of day. Disarm all fears and
discouragements, blessed Lord, and give
hidden power to the souls of men. Our
country ’tis of Thee, sweet land of liberty,
for thee we pray, and may we lay our
very lives, clean and spotless, on the altar
of human freedom. For the love of Thine
only Son, our Saviour. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had adopted the follow-
ing resolution:

Senate Resolution 252

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,

May 18 (legislative day May 15), 1942,

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow the announcement of the
death of Hon. PATRICK J. BoLAND, late a Rep-
resentative from the State of Pennsylvania.

Resolved, That a committee of two Senators
be appointed by the Vice President to join the
committee appointed on the part of the House
of Representatives to attend the funeral of
the dec d Repr tative.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate
these resclutions to the House of Represent-
atives and transmit a copy thereof to the
family of the deceased.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect
to the memory of the deceased the Senate do
now take a recess until 12 o'clock noon to-
mMorrow.

The message also announced that pur-
suant to the provisions of the above reso-
lution, the Vice President appointed Mr.
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Davis and Mr, (3urFEYy members of said
committee on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
6927) entitled “An act to amend the
National Housing Act, and for other pur-
Pposes.”

POLAND'S CONSTITUTION DAY

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House:

May 15, 1942,
The Honorable the SpEAKER,
House of Representatives.

Bm: I have the honor to transmit here-
with the letter of the Secretary of State of
May 13 enclosing copy of a communiecation
from the Ambassador of Poland expressing
appreciation of the many messages of sup-
port which were addressed to Poland and the
people of Poland on May 3, Poland’s Consti-
tution Day.

Very truly yours,
, SouTH TRIMBLE,
Clerk of the House of Representatives,
May 13, 1942,

The Secretary of State presents his com-
pliments to the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives and encloses a copy of a note
dated May 6, 1942, from the Ambassador of
Poland expressing appreciation of the many
messages of support which were addressed to
Poland and the people of Poland on May 3,
Poland’s Constitution Day.

May 6, 1942.

Sm: I have the honor to convey on behalf
of the Polish Government as well as in my
own, deep gratitude and highest appreciation
for the numerous expressions of friendship
and support addressed to Poland and the
Polish people in the course of the last few
days on the occasion of May 3, Poland's Con-
stitution Day. These powerful manifesta-
tions of American friendship on the part of
the United States Administration, of Mem-
bers of the United States Congress, of State
and local authorities, and of the American
press and radio, will greatly encourage the
Polish people. They will regard them as new
and valuable proofs of American friendship
and support extended to them at a time when
they are straining all their efforts, in the face
of brutal oppression and tyranny, to carry on
the fight as one of the United Nations in de-
fense of the highest principles of humanity.

I have the honor to request you kindly to
convey my thanks to the Government de-
partments, the military and eivilian authori-
ties and the Congress of the United States.

Accept, sir, the renewed assurances of my
highest consideration.

J. CIECHANOWSKI,

The Honorable CorpELL HULL,

Secretary of State.

THE LATE PATRICK J. BOLAND

Mr. HAINES. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. HAINES. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked for this recognition to pay a
deserved fribute to the memory of my
friend, Hon. Parrick Boranp. When I
came to my home last evening, after
spending the day on official business in
my district, my wife gave me the sad

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

news of the passing of this dear friend of
mine.

At first I could scarcely believe it and
thought it must be a mistake.
diately made it my business to make fur-
ther inquiry, only to have it confirmed.

Mr. Speaker, it is impossible for me to
express my deep sorrow at his passing, for
he was my friend and a friendship that
began when he and I came to Congress
together in 1930. During the years that
we served together here that friendship
deepened, and I feel his loss very keenly.

To me he was always “Pat” and one to
whom I could always go for comfort and
advice whenever I needed it.

What he said upon the passing of a
former colleague I can say with equal
sincerity today:

His life was gentle, and the elements
So mixed in him that Nature might stand up
And say to all the world, “This was a man.”

This House has lost a most valuable
Member, one whose every ambition was
to bring credit upon the membership and
one whose every action was prompted by
what he believed to be in the best inter-
est of our great country, Pennsylvania
has lost a distinguished citizen, and the
district he represented a most valuable
and untiring servant. In these trying
days we cannot afford to lose men like
PaTrICK BOLAND.

He was a fine Christian gentleman,
loyal to his church, for which I feel every
Member of this distinguished body
honors him, To his devoted family I
express my most profound sympathy and
pray that God will guide and strengthen
them in this dark hour.

RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE
CORPORATION

Mr. KEOPPLEMANN. Mr. Speaker, I
"ask unanimous consent to address the

House for 1 minute with reference to the
filing of a request for a loan from the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation and
to revise and extend my remarks and
include therein certain correspondence
in connection with this matter.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Connecticut?

There was no objection.

Mr. EOPPLEMANN. Mr, Speaker, on
April 23, 1942, before the House Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency, Mr. Jones
asserted that I wanted him to lend a
friend of mine $60,000 on property he
paid only $8,000 for.

Not recalling such a case, I demanded
the details of Mr. Jones, there and then
at the commiitee, and the next day fol-
lowed up my request in a letter.

Up to May 6, I did not hear from him
and thereupon wrote him a second letter
for the details to substantiate his charge.

On May 7 he wrote me citing the appli-
cation of the Hartford Battery Sales Cor-
poration at Milldale, Conn,, and referred
to several letters written by me in sup-
port of the company’s application.

The impression given by Mr. Jones to
my colleagues on the House Banking and
Currency Committee was that the appli-
cation was too outlandish to warrant
consideration that a loan of $60,000 on
assets of $8,000 was simply ouf of the

I imme-.
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question for any self-respecting lending
agency to grant. And so it would have
been, had such been the fact. But the
facts, according to Mr. Jones’ own letter
to me and according to the file on the
case, were far different than the situation
as he attempted to have the committee
believe it was.

In his letter, Mr. Jones admits that a
loan of $10,000 was made against the
collateral originally offered to the con-
cern, and an additional loan of $25,000
was authorized against the pledge of
certain receivables which were not of-
{ered as security in the original applica-
ion.

Furthermore, Mr. Jones writes that
the application was for $50,000, and not
for $60,000, as he originally asserted.

If the collateral originally offered was
only $8,000, as Mr. Jones charged, how
did he come to make a loan of $10,000
against it? Mr. Jones is not given to
excessive generosity to small business,
and certainly no influence on my part
could have prevailed on him to give this
or any other concern a chance to get on
its feet again.

The Hartford Battery Sales’ loan appli-
cation was filed in July 1934. Upon re-
ceipt of Mr. Jones’ letter citing this con=-
cern, I sent to my Hartford office to have
the files taken out of the archives there.
Also I wrote to Mr. E. B. Lewis, head of
the concern, as I did not want to make
any statement until I had his permission
to use his name and the name of the
concern where necessary. Before I had
received a reply from Mr. Lewis, Mr.
Jones released his letter to me to news-
papers in Connecticut, obviously having
no qualms about publicly using an ill-
fated company to bolster himself against
charges to which he has been constantly
subjected of late because of his failure
and shortsightedness in the administra-
tion of various important Government
activities which had been placed in his
hands to carry out the will of Congress.

Small businesses in America which had
gone into bankruptey during the depres-
sion, and which were facing the wall be-
cause of inability to operate without
financial help, were under extensive
study during 1933 and 1934. Some 180,-
000 such concerns were under study by
various independent economic groups
and Government departments as in need
of financial help. Many of them were
located in small communities, and, em-
ploying up to 250 persons, ‘represented
in many instances the chief economic
activity of the community. When they
went out of business it meant more fam-
ilies for the relief rolls in those critical
days.

The situation was acute in Connecti-
cut, where many concerns long estab-
lished, which had managed to weather
previous depressions, Wwere now up
against it.

The Manufacturers Association of Con-
necticut enlisted my help for remedial
legislation during the fall of 1933. I was
told then, and I have letters to this effect,
that efforts to obtain loans for these Con-
necticut concerns through then existing
R. F. C. loan facilities were unavailing,
and that legislation to provide direct,
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long-term loans to industry was imme-
diately imperative if the small enterprises
in America were to be saved from dis-
aster.

The Hartford Battery Sales Corpora-
tion was one on the list given me by the
Connecticut Manufacturers Association
as a concern for whom a loan would be a
sound economic proposition.

In March of 1934 there were hearings
on my bill to grant direct loans to small
industry. Mr. Lewis came at his own ex-
pense to urge the committee to adopt this
legislation for the sake of small business
the country over.

The chief purpose of my bill was incor-
porated in the Banking Act of 1934. By
the time Congress convened in January
of 1935 there was widespread dissatisfac-
tion with the failure of the R. F. C. to
disburse the funds Congress allocated for
loans to business and industry. At that

time, when the neeu was greatest, an in-

significant amount of the funds had ac-
tually been disbursed, an insignificant
number of firms had been helped, and the
red tape and expense of investigations
which had to be borne by the applicants
were discouraging firms from applying
for help. Thousands of small concerns
the country over went out of business be-
cause they could not obtain the working
capital to carry on.

A Connecticut banker, who had studied
the Hartford Battery Co.’s record, told
me emphatically that the loan should
be granted and regretted that the banks
at that time had such tight restrictions
against business loans that the company
had to seek Government assistance, in-
stead of help from a local bank,

Mr. Jones told the committee that this
company had but $8,000 in assets. Let
me quofe from a letter from this concern
following the rejection of the application,
before the case was reconsidered.

We are certainly at a loss to know how

they could possibly reach this decision. We
have a surplus of over $80,000 and our prop=
erty, consisting of real estate, buildings, and
equipment, was appraised by the best ap-
praiser in the State for over $100,000 and m
entirely free of any encumbrance. *
One objection which was mentioned in both
Boston and Washington was that our prop-
erty did not have the value shown, for we
had purchased it for a smell part of the
figure at which it is appraised. Nevertheless,
this should have very little bearing on the
case, for we purchased it from the receiver of
a bankrupt concern. We have a letter which
was submitted with our application from the
Phoenix State Bank of Hartford regarding
the qualifications of the appraiser who fur-
nished the figures which accompanied our
application.

* * * Qur business is better now than
it has been for several years at a corre-
sponding period. We have 2,000 unfilled
orders on our books and our salesmen have
been advised not to solicit new business, for
we have not been able to fill the orders with
our limited amount of capital. Our export
business is way ahead of a year ago, and any-
one at all familiar with our operations will
frankly admit the prospects for the future,
provided we have additional working capital,
are bright.

I did everything I could to help this
company, because I was satisfied from
the information given me, that if this
concern could be saved by governmental
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help, it would prove my point that it is
the many thousands of small concerns
located in every State of the Union which
form the backbone of our economy and
make for the prosperity or the prostra-
tion of a community; and that 20 con-
cerns operating as separate units in any
given State are far more desirable for our
economic and social progress than, say,
3 concerns which had concentrated into
themselves the assets and operations of
those 20.

Throughout this loan’s negotiations I
emphasized in my letters to Mr. Jones
and others in the R. F. C. that the money
made available by Congress in June 1934
to aid distressed business and industry
must be disbursed immediately in order
to strengthen our economy, which you
will well recall at that time was in a
desperate situation—that these small
businesses in the country could be de-
pended on not only to retain their work-
ers but to give jobs to hundreds of thou-
sands of new workers who were on the
relief rolls, Small amounts of capital
were needed by thousands of individual
concerns which had proven their ability
to operate successfully over a period of
years but were unable to cope with the
depression which had prostrated the
Nation.

Mr. Jones claims to have given some
loans to small business. Thousands and
thousands of such concerns, many of
them which had operated profitably for
years were forced to go out of business or
sell out to larger companies—as even-
tually happened to the Hartford Battery
Sales Corporation. Was that a delib-
erate intention—or were these com-
panies victims of a shortsightedness
which has handicapped the country in
other respects?

I quote now from a letter sent me by
Mr. Lewis on July 27, 1935—8 months
after his loan had been authorized:

Our tie-up with Reconstruction Finance
Corporation has been very unsatisfactory.

We started our work on the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation loan back in 1833,
Nothing was really accomplished until new
legislation was passed in June 1934, and on
July 16, 1934, our final application was filed.
# % % We were finally advised on Septem-
ber 15 that the Boston agency would not ap-
prove our application.

On September 24, an appointment was
made by you for us with Jesse Jones, and on
October 1, in spite of promises that were re-
ceived that we would obtain assistance, Wash-
ington turned down our application. On
October 15, another trip to Washington re-
sulted in contact with Mr. Ben Johnson and
Mr. C. H. W, Mandeville, Through the very
hearty cooperation of Mr, Mandeville, Wash-
ington finally approved our application and
authorized 35,000 to our corporation, $10,000
on the property and the balance to be paid
on a basis of one to one and one-half against
receivables pledged.

After considerable work by ourselves and
our attorneys, we finally received the first
disbursement of $10,000 on November 30.

We had been ﬁghting for nearly 6 months
to obtain this money so necessary for our
operations and had we been able to obtain it
at the start of our busy season, rather than
at the end, we would have been able to show
a substantial profit to carry us over our dull
6 months from the beginning of the year.

Unfortunately the assistance came too late
to be of much benefit even though we went
to work full time the month of December,
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We should call attention to the actual
amount of money we had to use from this
first . 810,000, The expenses in connection
with the granting of the loan were over
$2,300, all of which expenses were approved
by Reconstruction Finance Corporation. In
addition to this we were obliged to imme-
diately pay out $2,100 for taxes, so that finally
we had only abgut $6,000 additional working
capital—really an insignificant amount.

Only $10,000 would be advanced on the
property in spite of the fact an appraisal by
one of the most reputable firms in the State
showed a value of over $100,000.

On December 28 we obtained an additional
disbursement of $8,000 on which we were
required to pledge $12,000 In receivables.

Acting on recommendations of the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation in Boston to
try and find an additional line to fit in with
our business we finally found a line which
appeared to be very attractive and one which
required a very small investment. Boston
was advised about this and we had their ver-
bal approval to go ahead with the deal. * * *

Not being in a position to fight we met this
unreasonable requirement with receivables
and payment of $800 in cash which then re-
sulted in our actually having 87,200 instead
of $8,000 and receivables pledged of $14,800—
almost a 2-to-1 basis, and were still charged
6 percent on the $8,000,

Taking everything into consideration we re-
gret that we ever attempted to get any Fed-
eral assistance, We know of no manufac-
turer in this Btate who is at all satisfled with
the hookup with the Reconstruction Finance
Corporaticn. The agency has been more un=-
reasonable than any of the banks and abso-
lutely unfair in many respects, and we cer-
tainly would not advise any manufacturer in
need of assistance of any permanent benefit to
go to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation.

Even though we are entirely discouraged
and resent the attitude of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation we certainly must ac-
knowledge that you have worked hard and
done everything possible to help the Con-
necticut manufacturers, even though our Re=
construction Finance Corporation loan has
been of questionable benefit. We appreciate
your work in our behalf, and you may depend
on our continued friendship and support re-
gardless of what happens to us.

But even with the granting of the $10,-
000 loan—minus the $2,300 which had to
be paid out for expenses, and the $2,100
which had to go for taxes, the story has a
tragic sequel. The $6,000 did the concern
little good; there was repeated trouble
with the Boston R. F. C. which apparently
expected the company to start making
handsome profits at once, and the conse-
quence was that within 6 months R. F. C.
was demanding that the company sell out
to a larger concern, which was willing to
take over the Milldale Co. at a price which
meant a total loss to the stockholders of
the Hartford Battery Sales Corporation.

Mr. Lewis wrote to Mr. C. H. Mande=-
ville, then on the board of the R. F. C,,
stating his inability to understand why
the R. F. C. cannot see the possibilities
here, whereas a wealthy concern was
willing to invest whatever money was
necessary as working capital to operate
our business.

At the time, Mr, Lewis wrote me:

It appears to us that Mr. Carney (of the
Boston Reconstruction Finance Corpeoration)
is trying to sell us out to the Ekholm Cor=
poration, a financial syndicate of Boston,
They advised that Mr. Carney is willing to
work with them in almost any way that they
desire, and their propoesal is to take over the
business, settling with the suppliers and the
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Reconstruction Finance Corporation to the
best possible advantage to themselves. To do
this they would require 100 percent of the
outstanding stock and the present stock-
holders would receive nothing. In other
words, they would take over the whole busi-
ness for nothing. We have agreed to this as
a last resort to keep the business going. It
certainly is a pretty raw deal to be sold out
this way by the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration.

We are naturally very bitter about the
whole deal for we felt that when our loan
was finally authorized that our troubles were
over, which they would have been had Re-
* construction Finance Corporation held to
the agreement originally made. Instead of
permitting small businesses to continue, they
are making it possible for financial syndi-
cates to absorb them, which we believe is
entirely contrary to the intention of the
industrial loan legislation.

A few days ago Mr. Lewis informed me
that the inadequate loan granted his
company, the R. F. C. insistence on im-
mediate profits, and lack of cooperation
from the R. F. C. in working out business
problems during the dull season forced
them into bankruptey and the company
was taken over by the Perrine Battery
Co., of Waltham, Mass., which is still
manufacturing the battery which was
being made by the Milldale concern.

Mr. Lewis and the other stockholders
surrendered their interests.

The R, F. C. was paid in full.

I have always maintained that admin-
istration of a law means its success or
its failure.

1t is obvious that the present command
of the R. F. C. has never had much sym-
pathy with this law, and the general dis-
satisfaction with Mr. Jones’ attitude to-
ward small business is plainly evidenced
in the Senate having voted to place the
operation of the Murray small business
bill in the hands of the War Production
Board. The House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee unanimously supported
the Senate’s recommendation.

Mr. Jones had to dig through 8 years
of files in order to find a case which ap-
proximated the charge he made against
me in the committee. But the facts of
the case Mr. Jones himself cited bear
little relation to the statements he nebu-
lously recited to the Banking Committee.

Obviously, as a reporter for the Chi-
cago Tribune, who was present at the
time, wrote, I was the victim of his irri-
tability, but I daresay I am in excellect
company in having been such a target.
It takes more than an amiable disposition
to hoodwink all of the people all of the
time, and certain actions of Mr. Jones—
or should I say lack of action—have re-
sulted in increasing criticism, with a
resultant diminution of Mr. Jones’ affa-
bility.

And his skeptical attitude toward small
business was obvious at the commitiee
hearings on the Patman bill to help auto-
mobile dealers. I asked him then if it
would not be less embarrassing to the
administration if the handling of current
business-aid legislation were placed in
the hands of another department more
sympathetic to little business. Mr.
Jones_retorted that there was no such
department.

Mr. Jones apparently chose to overloock
that in the War Production Board plans
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have been afoot for the administration
of the Murray bill and that there is a
group of men in the W, P. B. definitely
sympathetic to small business and
anxious that they be sustained and helped
during the war by loans and contracts.
Mr. Nelson's statement to the committee
was clear and definite on that point.

Small business faces another crisis
now. It can be helped through loans
and contracts to play its part in the war
effort and to keep going through the war
emergency, so as to pick up its peacetime
threads when the war is over. That
happy goal will be achieved so long as
men administering legislation to help
business will recognize that small busi-
ness is the backbone of our economy and
that the concentration of business in the
hands of a few large corporations eventu-
ally would lead to the extinction of a
very important part of our demotracy—
small enterprise, each operating as a free
and independent unit, each playing its
vital part in the economy of its com-
munity, and all playing their vital part in
the economy of a free nation.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
my colleague the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. HorFuan] be permitted to ex-
tend his own remarks in the Recorp and
include therein an article by Westbrook
Pegler.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to’

the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan? =

There was no objection.

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I further ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. HorFman] be permitted to extend
his own remarks in the Recorp and in-
clude therein three short newspaper
articles.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the REecorp and include
therein a brief article by Bob Davis from
the New York Sun.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from Cal-
ifornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Appendix of the Recorp
and include therein a poem by Dr. Jay
William Hudson, professor of philosophy,
University of Missouri, who graphically
portrays the hellishness of Hitlerism.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on tomorrow, at
the conclusion of the legislative program
of the day and following any special or-
ders heretofore entered, I may be per-
mitted to address the House for 15
minutes.

May 19

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to
the request of the genfleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. HOPE., Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mcus consent to extend my remarks
twice in the REcorp, in one extension to
include an editorial from the Kansas
City Star, and in the other a statement
by Lachlan Macleay, president of the
Mississippi Valley Association.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own re-
marks in the Recorp and include therein
a short editorial.

The SPEAKER. Is there chjection to

.the request of the gentleman from Okla-

homa?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my colleague
from New York [Mr, Beiter] be permit-
ted to extend his own remarks in the
REecorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there chjection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection. .

Mr, COX. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that my colleague the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. WHELCHEL]
be permitted to extend his own remarks
in the REecorp and include therein a
brief letter from himself to Mr. Harrison,
of the O. P. A.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HAREORS

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
be permitted to sit while the House is in
session during the balance of the legis-
lative week.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection,

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp on two
subjects, in one extension to include a
letter from a soldier in the Army, and in
the other to include a statement by the
junior Senator from my State before the
Senate Committee on Interstate Com-
merce.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on Thursday next, at the conclusion of
the legislative program of the day and
following any special orders heretofore
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entered, I may be permitted to address
the House for 20 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

HISTORIC HOUSE CHAMBER CEILINGS—
LET US PRESERVE ALL OUR HISTORIC
ART AND ARCHITE

Mr, STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks and *include therein certain
data,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Nebraska?

There was no ohjection.

Mr. STEFAN., Mr. Speaker, I wish to
bring before the membership of the
House the fact that the $27,800,000-1eg-
islative appropriation bill is now in con-
ference and that another body had so
amended that bill as to add $331,880 to
it in order to install modern ceilings in
place of the present skylights in both the
House and the Senate Chambers. In
other words, they intend to streamline
these historic ceilings with concrete and
plaster.

I am opposing these amendments and
will endeavor to give you my reasons

-therefor.

The Congress has provided the Archi-
tect of the Capitol with approximately
$500,000 to rebuild the old cast-iron and
wrought-iron roofs on both wings of the
Capitol because it had been stated that
the iron which was installed 80 years ago
was showing some signs of “fatigue.”
Some of us opposed this construction,
but after being convinced by experts that
the roof should be repaired and made
safe the money was provided.

There is no objection to completing the
repair of the roofs, but we find that after
another body finished with our bill it had
made many changes in same, including
amendments for new ceilings along with
the new roof superstructure. If I recall
correctly, after funds were voted for the
repair of the roofs over both Chambers
so they could be made safe we were as-
sured there would be no attempt made
to change these historic ceilings or elimi-
nate any other historic art or architec-
ture.

I will not discuss what other changes
another body wants in the bill affecting
the other side of the Capitol because we
are told it is unethical to discuss the ap-
propriations for that side. I do wish to
make some argument to the membership
of the House as to why there should be
no demolition of the ceiling in this his-
toric House Chamber.

Since the Chamber of the House was
completed and occupied December 16,
1857, there has bheen no architectural
change with the exception of the seating
arrangements. Since that time the desks
were removed and they were replaced by
the present seats.

The other change was the raising of
the floor in order to provide additional
space. The installation of the loud-
speaking system was started under the
leadership of the late Speaker Joe Byrns,
and finally installed under the leader-
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ship of the late Speaker William Bank-
head. The only other change recorded
was the changing of the location of the
President’s gallery. That represented no
architectural change.

The Chamber in which you are now
located is practically identical to the
Chamber in the historic days when the
House of Representatives first occupied it
on December 16, 1857. That represented
the fourth quarters of the House.

Those of you who are interested in the
States and Territories should give some
serious attention to this attempt to elim-
inate the valuable American art and his-
tory contained in this historic building
and this historic Chamber.

"You will reeall, from year to year an
attempt has been made to change the
entire front of this Capitol Building by
moving the central portion of the build-
ing out to conform with the House and
Senate wings, This attempt has always

been started in another body and the .

membership of this House has always re-
fused to accede to these changes.

I suggest that you look up and view
this historical ceiling with its 51 State
and Territorial seals. About 30 of these
seals were painted and placed in the ceil-
ing in 1857-58, the year that the House of
Representatives first occupied the Cham-
ber. The remainder were added from
time to time, as other States joined the
Union. It is proposed here to destroy this
ceiling with its historic art and historic
seals and replace it with something mod-
ern and streamlined and endeavor to
duplicate or imitate, by painting into the
proposed new cement and plaster ceiling,
some of these State and Territorial seals.

I feel that it is proper that I tell you
something about the history of the House
of Representatives in this Capitol Build-
ing. The House occupied its first quarters
here in 1800. They were in the room
directly opposite the old Supreme Court
chamber, now the disbursing office of
the Senate, and other offices.

The second move of the House of Rep-
resentatives occurred in 1801, when the
House met in the temporary structure
which was erected in the south of the
rotunda, and later removed to make way
for the continuation of the construction
work on the Capitol. The temporary
structure was known as the oven.

The third move of the House of Repre-
sentatives ccecurred in 1804, when the
House moved back directly opposite the

| old Supreme Court chamber while the

construction work was going forward in
the south wing, which contained their
new Chamber, now known as Statuary
Hall.

The fourth move was made on Octo-
ber 26, 1807, when the House then occu-
pied the room now known as Statuary
Hall.

In these times of war, when our mate-
rial and all effort is needed so badly for
the main objective—victory; in these
times when our country needs all the
energy of skilled mechanies to prosecute
this war, I feel it would be a disgrace to
allow this thing to be done.

I hope you will join with me in com-
bating this proposal and help us preserve
and protect all of this valuable American
history written in this famous Chamber
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in order that those of the present and
future generations can come here and
visit and see with the eye of today and
tomorrow those things which the Ameri-
can statesmen of today and yesterday
saw and felt.

I have discussed this matter with a
number of my colleagues who feel as I
do about it. Many of them are inter-
ested to know how many Speakers have
presided in this House since it was first
occupied. I have made some research,
and for your information I give you here
the names of all of our Speakers from
the day of Speaker Muhlenberg in 1789
to our present Speaker the Honorable
Sam RayBurn, of Texas:

Speakers of the House of Representatives

Name A Btate Time
F. A, Muhlenberg. ... Pennsylvania..._| 1780-91
Jonathon Trumbull .| Connecticut...__.| 1791-93
F. A. Muhlenburg. .| Pennsylvania.__.| 1703-05
Jonathan Dayton --| New Jersey._._..| 1785-99
Theo, Sedgwick. ........| Massachusetts___| 1799-1801
Nathaniel Macon__.__..| North Carolina__| 1801-07
Joseph B, Varnum .| Massachusetts...| 1807-11
Henry Clay Kentucky._.._._._| 1811-13
Langdon Cheve .| South Carolina.._| 1813-15

Henry Cley._._
John' W, Taylor ..t
Phihp P Barbcur
Ilenr

.| Kentueky._......

-| Kentucky_

New York
Virginia___

New York.
¥1mmis. =

Qe
R. M. T. Hunter. Virginia.
John White__ : Knntucky
John W, Jones_ --| Virginia.. 13-4
Johin W, Davis -| Indiana. -] 1845
R. C. Winthrop... Massachusetis___[ 1847-49
Howell Cobb. . .-| Georgia.__._.___.| 1849-51
Linn Boyd. I Kentueky._..__... 1851-55
N. P. Banks. --| Massachusetts__.| 1855-57
James L. Orr -| Bouth Carolina__.| 1857-59
Willlam Pennington....| New Jersey. 1860-61
Galusha A, Grow...._.. Pennsylvania__._| 1861-63
Schuyler Colfax. .. _. Indiana. . __ 1862-69
Thomas M. Pomero New York 18609
James G, Blaine. ...._..| Maine .. 1869-75
Michael C. Kerr ! .| Indiana_ 1875-76
Samuel 8. Randall..____| Pennsylvania 1876-81
Jozeph W, Keifer.....__.{ Ohio...........__| 1881-83
John G. Carlisle_.......| Kentucky...._.._| 18%3-80
Thomas B. Reed Maine 1880-01
Charles F, Crisp._......| Georgia___...._..| 1801-95
Thomas B, Reed.........| Maryland........ 1895-00
D. B. Henderson._....... Iowa..... {

.| Mlinois. ...
.| Missonri
.| Massachusett

hioZ ...

Joreph . Cannon._ .
Champ Clark.__.

. Garner.. -| Texas___ 1931-33
Henrs T, Rmm’y 12 IMlinois.____ 1933-34
Joseph W, Byrns 1. _____| Tennessee 1035-36
William B, Bankhead 1| Alabama .| 1936-40
S8am Rayburn... ... Texas_ .. 1941-date
1 Died in office.

Total, 43 (not counting serving more than once),

SPEAKERS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FROM OHIO

Joseph W. Keifer, 1881-83.

Nicholas Longwerth, 1925-31,
SPEAKERS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WHO DIED IN OFFICE

Michael C. Eerr, 1875-76.

Henry T. Rainey, 1833-324.

Joseph W. Byrns, 1935-36.

William B. Bankhead, 1936-40.

Source: Blographical Directory of the Amer=
can Congress, 1774-1927 Congressional D.rec-

tory.

Mr. Speaker, the seal of the great State
of Nebraska is included among those of
other States and Territories in this his-
toric ceiling. The Nebraska seal is the
one in the northeast corner of the ceiling.
Many great Nebraskans have served here,
and for the information of the House I
include here a list of these Nebraskans
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who have served and those who are now
serving in both branches of Congress.
UNITED STATES SENATORS

John M. Thayer, 1867-71.

Thomas W. Tipton, 1867-75.

Phineas W. Hitchccck, 1871-77.

Algernon S. Paddeck, 1875-81; 1887-93.

Alvin Saunders, 1877-83.

C. H. Van Wyck, 1881-87.

Charles F. Manderson, 1883-85.

William V. Allen, 1893-99; 1899-19012

John M. Thurston, 1895-1901.

Monroe L. Hayward. Elected March 8, 1899.
Died December 5, 1899. Never qualified.

Joseph H. Millard, 1801-7.

Charles H. Dietrich, 1801-5.

Eimer J. Burkett, 1505-11.

Norris Brown, 1807-13.

Gilbert M. Hitcheock, 1911-23.

George W. Norris, 1913 to date.

Robert B. Howell, 1823—March 11, 1933.

Willlam H. Thompson,' 1933-34.

Richard C. Hunter, 1034-35.«

Edward R. Burke, 1935-40.

Hugh Butler, 1940 to date.

REPRESENTATIVES IN CONGRESS

T. M. Marquett, March 1-4, 1867.

John Taffe, 1867-73.

Lorenzo Crounse, 1873-T7.

Frank Welch, 1877, Died 1877.

Thomas J, Majors, Elected in 1878 to fill
vAcancy.

E. K. Valentine, 1879-83.

First district

A. J. Weaver, 1883-87.

John A. McShane, 1887-89.
W, J. Connell, 1888-81.

W. J. Bryan, 1891-85.

J. B. Strode, 1895-99.

E. J. Burkett, 1898-1905.

E. M. Pollard, 1805-9,

J. A. Maguire, 1908-15.

C. F. Reavis, 1915-22. Resigned.
R. H, Thorpe, 1922-28,
John H, Morehead, 1923-35.

Henry C. Luckey, 1935-39.

George H. Heinke, 1939 to January 2, 1940.

J. Hyde Sweet, April 8, 1940, to January 3,
1941, Elected to fill vacancy.

Oren Copeland, 1941 to date.

Second district

James Laird, 1883 to August 18, 1889.

Filbert L. Laws, 1889-91. Elected to fill
vacancy.

W. A. McKeighan, 1891-83.

D. H. Mercer, 1893-1903.

Gilbert M. Hitchcock, 1803-5; 1908-11.

John L. Kennedy, 1905-7.

C. O. Lobeck, 1911-19.

A, W. Jefferis, 1919-23.

Willis G. Sears, 1923-31.

Malcolm Baldridge, 1931-33.

Edward R. Burke, 1833-35.

Charles F. McLaughlin, 1935 to date.

Third District

E. K. Valentine, 1883-85.

G. W. E. Dorsey, 1885-91.

0. M. Kem, 1891-93.

George D. Meiklejohn, 1893-87.

Samuel Maxwell, 1887-89,

Jchn 8. Robinson, 1889-1803.

J. J. McCarthy, 1803-17.

J. F. Boyd, 1807-9.

James P. Latta, 1908-11.

Dan V. Stephens, 1911-19.

Robert E. Evans, 1919-23,

Edgar Howard, 1923-35.

Karl Stefan, 1935 to date.
Fourth District

E. J. Hainer, 1883-97.

William L. Stark, 1887-1903.

Edmund H. Hinshaw, 1903-9.

C. H. Sloan, 1911-19; 1929-31.

‘M. O. McLaughlin, 1919-27.

1 Appointed.
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John N. Norton, 1927-29; 1931-33.
A. C. Shallenberger, 1933-35.
C. G. Binderup, 1935-38.
Carl T. Curtis, 1839 to date.
Fifth District
W. A, McKeighan, 1893-95.
W. E. Andrews, 1895-07; 1917-23,
R. D. Sutherland, 1897-1901.
A. C, Shallenberger, 1901-3; 1015-17; 1923-
29; 1931-33. ;
G. W. Norris, 1903-13.
Silas R. Barton, 1913-15.
Fred G. Johnson, 1920-1931,
Terry Carpenter, 1933-35.
Harry B. Coffee, 1835 to date.
Sizth District
O. M. Eem, 1893-97.
William L. Greene, 1897-1901,
Willlam Neviile, 1901-3,
Moses P. Kinkald, 1803-22.
Robert G. Simmons, 1923-33.
Congressional reapportionment reduced
number of Nebraska districts to five in 1933.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of the legislative program of today
and following any previous special order,
I may be permitted to address the House
for 10 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKES

Mr. HESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in
the Recorp and to include therein two
editorials.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. OBRIEN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the ReEcorp and to
include therein an editorial which ap-
peared in the magazine America on
April 18, 1942, on the subject of salaries
of post office employees.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

There was no objection.

Mr, HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and to include
therein an editorial from the Daily News
of Washington and a letter which I di-
rected to the editor in answer to that
editorial.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the reguest of the gentleman from
Louisiana?
There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I have
two unanimous consent requests; first,
that following the disposition of business
on the Speaker's table today and any
previous special order, I may be per-
mitted to address the House for 15 min-
utes and, second, that I may be per-
mitted to address the House now for 1
minute and to extend my own remarks
in the REcoRD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection, '
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CIVILIAN DEFENSE

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, my view
regarding civilian defense is contrary to
that expressed by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Bewper] in the extension
which he inserted in the Appendix of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page Al738.
Every American agrees that civilian de-
fense is important, but civilian defense
will not win this war. Civilian de-
fense is secondary. The gentleman
criticized the War Production Board.
He expressed the view that the
War Production Board has placed low
priority ratings on civilian-defense
orders that it will take months before the
equipment can be manufaciured for
complete civilian-defense purposes. He
contends we shall have a bottleneck in
Washington until our officials recognize
that the whole purpose of our armed
forces is the protection of civilian Amer-
ica and that “the defense of American
cities and homes is the reason for our
participation in this war.”

Mr. Speaker, the whole purpose of our
armed forces is to defeat the forces of
dictatorship agegression which without
provocation attacked us at Pearl Harbor.
Dictators are seeking to crush democratic
government everywhere and to create a
new order in this world and to take the
good things of life from our people. The
whole purpose of our armed forces must”
be to beat back and crush dictators of
Eurcope and Japan and do such a thor-
ough job by our offensive might that dic-
tatorship aggression will never again
menace our contentment and the peace
and security of our children.

I repudiate his statement that the
whole purpose of our armed forces is the
protection of civilian America. Civilian
defense must be subordinated to military
and naval offense and defense. The
gentleman concluded his extension of
remarks with the assertion: .

‘We must ring our Nation around with a

curtain of protective fire that no enemy can
penetrate.

The gentleman may, if he chooses,
build himself a bomb shelter and hide in
it for the duration. I know that my con-
stituents do not want to play into Hitler's
hands by diverting our offensive war ef-
forts one iota. Surely we in America
are indulging in a mistaken policy and
playing the game as the dictators would
want us to play it—playing directly into
their hands—if we concentrate our ener-
gies and financial might in producing
and mobilizing now equipment for civil-
ian defense, and “ring our Nation around
with a curtain of protective fire that no
enemy can penetrate.”

Our main job right now is to produce
and send airplanes, tanks, and muni-
tions overseas; to thoroughly mechanize
our Army; to concentrate on the mech-
anization and training of the young men
in our Army; to concentrate on the build-
ing of warships, ships to carry muni-
tions, tanks, and planes; to concen-
trate upon the strengthening of our out-
posts in Alaska, the Canal Zone, Hawalii,
and elsewhere; and to concentrate upon
the safe convoy of our soldiers to Aus-
tralia and other far-flung baftle fronts,
and the shuttling back and forth of
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equipment, munitions, and food to those
fine young men who will win this war.
The gentleman from Ohio says he wants
every city in this country “surrounded by
antiaircraft batteries capable of putting
up a withering barrage of .protective
shells.”

Mr, Speaker, the people I represent are
not afraid. My constituents live in
Cleveland, Toledo, Columbus, Cincinnati,
Akron, Dayton, Youngstown, and other
Ohio cities and they know those anti-
aircraft guns are sorely needed in Aus-
tralia, in Hawaii, in Alaska, in the Canal
Zone, and on our merchant vessels.
They feel the need is greater and more
immediate there than at home. They
do not expect the impossible,

It is true that civilian defense is of the
utmost importance. Thousands and
thousands of energetic and patriotic citi-
zens are daily contributing their talents
and efforts in civilian defense work in
Cleveland, Washington, and other cities
of our country, and in every town and
hamlet and they are doing a great work
and performing needed public service.

The gentleman complains, “We have
‘no gas masks to speak of.” Personally, I
feel it is more important that our war
plants concentrate on the production of
equipment for our armed forces. Fifty
millior. gas masks for civilians will cost
our taxpayers a tremendous amount of
money. I refuse to believe the need for
gas masks for civilians is as great as is
the need for munitions and equipment
for our armed forces and for our Allies. I
voice the view of other civilians when I
say we can take a chance, but we do not
want our Army and Navy to have to take
any risks which might result by giving
civilian defense measures precedence
over all-out offensive war eifort.

He complains that our civilian defense
air raid wardens have only “seen a few
stirrup pumps on display.” Recently I
was shocked to learn of a proposed order
for 2,500,000 stirrup pumps in connection
with civilian defense against incendiary
bomb attack. The thought occurred to
me that the companies engaged in pro-
ducing such a tremendous number of
stirrup pumps should really be working
full time producing equipment sorely
needed by our armed forces or by the
Russians who are fighting so magnifi-
cently.

In regard to civilian morale let me add
that our eivilian morale is of the highest
and no artificial measures are required to
strengthen ecivilian morale. I do not
share the gentleman’s view that we must
have immediately “the equipment neces-
sary for this army of civilian defense
exactly as we must have it for our armies
in the field.” Furthermore, I do not
share his expressed view that “gas masks
for every member of a family must be
produced in tremendous gquantities at
once.” Americans generally, instead of
being critical of our war effort and of the
War Production Board, are proud of the
achievements of recent months. Our
immense war production since the time
Hitler started his blitzkrieg has aston-
ished the world. We should express
pride, instead of criticism, in the out-
standing work of the War Production
Board. Mr. Speaker, in the entire his-
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tory of the world no people have done
so much in so short a time as have Ameri-
cans in our all-out war effort.

Without -a doubt there is danger that
Philadelphia, Detroit, Cleveland, Wash-
ington, and other American cities will be
bombed by Axis planes. I know that my
constituents are not frightened nor
afraid. If merciless enemies on wings
of hate bomb munition plants, shipyards,
and homes in Cleveland or other cities
or towns in Ohio my constituents will
take this in their stride. They are more
interested in the fighting effectiveness
of our Navy overseas, our air force over
Burma and Australia, and our Army in
Australia, Iceland, and other battle
fronts than in their own personal safety.
Possibly if this war is to be prolonged
we can in time ring every big city with
scores of anti-aircraft guns, equip our
civilians with gas masks, and provide an
underground bomb shelter for the gen-
tleman and all other civilians. Let that
wait. Our job now is to concentrate upon
an all-out armed offensive. We must
keep intact the life lines to our armed
forces overseas. We must above all else
give our all—our sons, our entire re-
sources so that our air force, mechanized
Army, and far-flung naval forces will win
this war., Mr. Speaker, we will not fail
but if our armed forces were to lose this
war our homes and our institutions
would not be saved even though “ringed
around with a curtain of protective fire”
as a result of regarding civilian defense
the “No. 1 job.”

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein an address of the President of
Colgate University.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no chjection.

PERMISEION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. PADDOCK. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
own remarks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. PADDOCK. Mr. Speaker, future
historians will wonder at the slums of
present-day Washington. They will
write with amazement that a wealthy, in-
telligent, and humane Nation disgraced
its Capital City by permitting thousands
of people to live under conditions which
violated all the decencies of civilization.
They may have to record that these slums
were the origin of a widespread epidemic
of fatal disease.

These unfortunate people live in sur-
roundings which our home communities
would not tolerate. They have no politi-
cal influence, no votes, no lobbies, nor elo-
quent spokesmen. They are victims of
their own poverty and of the shameful
neglect of that great institution, the
American Government,

The slums of Washington are a chal-
lenge to every decent American. Their
continued existence shows that we are
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either insincere or inefficient. Certainly
these mean and squalid hovels are in
sharp contrast to the loity statements of
American ideals wich we hear and read
so often.

Yet here they are, with all their dirt
and disease, ignored by many of us and
accepted by others as an inevitable evil,
a permanent local institution. The civic
societies and the newspapers have done
what they could, finding slight interest in
certain upper brackets, political and so-
cial. Some improvement has taken place,
but a disgraceful situation still remains.

There would be much public interest
in a list of the owners of these dwellings
which threaten the city's health. The
owners of the premises, as well as the
rental agents, should be held liable for
unsanitary conditions. The deliberate
maintenance of disease-breeding housing
is a serious offense, endangering the en-
tire community, and should involve a jail
sentence, not a mere profit-sharing fine.

Washington’s long-awaited housing
code should be enacted immediately. Its
provisions must recognize that a grave
situation now exists here, built up by
years of negleet and aggravated by the
steady influx of war workers. These new
regulations for promoting health and
sanitation will be a war measure of the
highest importance.

Today, when we are fighting a world
war, it is supremely essential to keep
Washington free from epidemic disease.
We are calling in thousands of people to
conduct the greatest war enterprise the
world has yet known. The organizers of
our vast industrial effort are here, and
the leaders who plan world-wide military
and naval campaigns. Statesmen repre-
senting all our allies come here to ar-
range important policies with the Presi-
dent and his advisers. >

The health and lives of every one of
them are endangered by the slums of
Washington. Disease is no respecter of
persons. Typhus, typhoid, bubonic
plague, or any other product of filth and
overcrowding can start in the slums and
be carried rapidly throughout the city by
restaurant workers, hotel employees, and
household servants. This real threat to
our victory, and therefore to our na-
tional existence, can and must be ended.
We have been repeatedly told of the ex-
isting dangers by our medical authori-
ties, civil and military. We must act
now, before it is too late.

There was an advance warning when
the Japanese planes neared Pearl Har-
bor. It did not reach the high command
and so was disregarded. A serious epi-
demic here might equal Pearl Harbor as a
national disaster. We have had our
warnings, many of them. We must act
speedily, or we may lose the “battle of
Washington.”

THE LATE HUBERT H. UTTERBACK

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
1 minute, and to revise and extend my
own remarks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr., CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, it
is with deep regret that I announce to
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the House the death, on Tuesday last, of
Hon. Hubert H. Utterback, who served in
this body in the Seventy-fourth Con-
gress from the district I now have the
honor to represent. Judge Utterback, as
he was familiarly known to all, had a long
and distinguished career of public serv-
ice. He first served as police court judge
in Des Moines, and later for many years
a. judge of tho distriet court, part of
which time he was in charge of the juve-
nile division. Later he served on the
Supreme Court of Iowa, after which he
was elected to Congress. Following his
service in Congress, he was appointed to
the State parole board, serving as chair-
man until about 2 years ago, when illness
forced his retirement. He was known in
his own community for his love of his
fellow man. During the years Judge
Utterback was not in public office he was
an active and fearless advocate in the
practice of the law, and for many years
was a faculty member of the law depart-
ment of Drake University, He was never
known to have turned away a client who
was worthy, but without funds to pay.
He was intensely interested in the wel-
-fare of youth, spent much of his time
working for their betterment, and for
more than a quarter of a century was an
active leader in the Boy Scout movement.
He was also an active leader in the
church, in lodges, and in various eivic
organizations. From 1937 to 1940 Judge
Utterback was national committeeman of
the Democratic Party for the State of
Iowa. He was respected and admired
by Democrats and Republicans alike,
His passing is a distinet loss to the
Nation, the State, his district, and his
county, and particularly to those who
knew him for his great heart.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and -to revise and extend my own
remarks in the RECORD.

The SPFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOEBS. Mr. Speaker, we of the
Judiciary Committee knew Hubesrt Utter-
back as a colaborer in that branch of this
legislative vineyard. We grew to love
him, to depend upon him, to realize his
true worth, and it is with saddened hearts
that we join the distinguished gentleman
who now represents that district which
sent Judge Utterback here in deploring
his untimely passing. He was a great
American, a great lawyer and jurist, a
great Member of this body. We can ill
afford o lose such men at any time, but
particularly in the hour of world crisis
through which we are now moving.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BARNES Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Appendix and to include an
address by our beloved and able majority
leader, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, Joun W. McCORMACK.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
noeis?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
and to include therein an article written
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by a former colleague in this House, the
Honorable John Steven McGroarty, en-
titled “One Day in the Bitter Root,” ap-
pearing in the Missoulian, of Missoula,
Mont.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mon-
tana?

There was no objection.

Mr. PAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and include some
newspaper items in respect to Puerto
Rico.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks and include some -brief extracts
from the Editor and Publisher magazine,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorp and include an
item from the Presidio Herald of San
Francisco.

The SPEAKER. Isthere objection?

There was no objection.

RELEASE OF EARL EROWDER

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and extend my re-
marks and include therein a letter to
the Attorney General.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I was greatly concerned to read of the re-
lease of the Communist secretary, Brow-
der, and to have the reason given that it
would promote unity. My understanding
is Browder was imprisoned for giving
false information and using a forged
passport.

I cannot square this out with the action
of this Government now threatening
130,000,000 of our people with imprison-
ment for 10 years and $10,000 fiue, if they
give false information on sugar cards or
cards used for gasoline.

There is the case of Harry Bridges, who
signed three documents, and, in answer
to the same guestion, gives three differ-
ent answers under oath; two of which
must be lies. This is a clear case of giv-
ing false information, and in my opinion,
perjury. Why this favoritism to men
whose philosophy would destroy this form
of government?

Bridges should be prosecuted for felony
and giving false information under oath.
Why imprison citizens and let this alien
run af large and carry on his work of
destruction? Can anybody in this House,
or in the United States, square these
actions and claim the dealing out of jus-
tice in this manner will create unity?

Under unanimous consent I insert in
the Recorp a letter I have just written to
the Attorney General on this subject.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HoustE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., May 18, 1942,
The Honorable FraNCis BIDpiE,
Attorney General of the Uniled States,
Department of Justice,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Me. ATTORNEY GENERAL: Will you
please explain to me how it comes about, and
how you justify, that 130,000,000 of our citi-
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zens can be sent to prison for 10 years and
fined £10,000, for giving false information on
registration for sugar and gasoline, when
Harry Bridges, who has already given false in-
formation under oath, which I think is a
felony, is not prosecuted?

Can this alien, or other aliens, do this with
impunity on such an important thing, when
our citizens be imprisoned on registering with
reference to sugar and gasoline?

You have, in your possession, three dceu-
ments signed by Harry Bridges, all answering
the same guestion as to his marriage. These
answers are all different, and two, therefore,
must be lies.

What is your explanation, and why this pro-
tection of aliens and proposed prosecution of
citizens?

Sincerely yours,
LELAND M. FoRD.

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

Mr. JENSEN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own re-
marks in the Appendix.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. GEHRMANN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and include a short
article written by Dr. James Bell, presi-
dent of Southeastern University, en-
titled “This Is War.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own re-
marks in the REcorp and include a chart.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and include an edi-
torial from the San Antonio Express.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, KEFAUVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Recorp and include a
brief newspaper article.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. Speaker, I also
ask unanimous consent that at the con-
clusion of the legislative day, and all
other special orders, on Thursday next,
I be permitted to address the House for
20 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

I AM AN AMERICAN DAY

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to include in my ex-
tension of remarks the speech made by
the Governor of the State of New York.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no chjection.

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Spzaker, on
Sunday, May 17, 1942, there was held in
the city of New York a celebration which
has become a feature of Mettopolitan
life.

I Am an American Day has become
the annual tribute of this country to all
of its sons and daughters, both native
and adopted, and has become the day for
the rededication of American ideals by
our commaunity.

On this last occasion it was again my
privilege to participate with the millions
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of law-abiding citizens in the festivities
of the day, and I am particularly happy
to note that the Governor of our State,
Herbert H. Lehman, graced us on this
occasion with his presence. Governor
Lehman on this occasion delivered an
address, which I am sure will be of in-
terest to the Members of this House, and
I, therefore, insert his address in the
ConcGreEssioNAL REcorp as part of my
remarks:

On the eve of the Battle of Long Island
in 1776, George Washington addressed his
troops, in part, as follows:

“Our cruel, unrelenting enemy leaves us
only the choice of a brave resistance or the
most abject submission, We have, therefore,
to resolve to conquer or to die. * * *
If we now shamefully fail, we shall become
infamous before the whole world.”

These words are just as true today as they
were when they were spoken 166 years ago.

We are again at war—a war that was not
of our own making. Our enemies gave the
United States no choice of decision. The
evil men who would wipe freedom from the
face of the earth decided that this was the
time to strike. The Japanese attack on
us—inspired by Hitler—was made ruthlessly,
without warning, and with consummate
treachery.

Today enemies to our way of life and to
our liberty are to the east and to the west
of us. We fight to preserve a free nation
and the liberties which are our heritage.

With our Allies we are participating in a
titanic struggle to avert world barbarism and
world slavery. The forces that are arrayed
against us—more ruthless, more cruel, more
ambitious than any that ever before existed
on this earth—threaten not only our safety
but menace all of the spiritual values that
civilization and religion have buiit up over
many centuries.

Our army of freedom today is composed
not only of our brave fighting men but of
every man and woman in this country. The
success of our fighting forces depends on the
assistance and encouragement that we ci-
vilians give them. They are willing to sacri-
fice their lives in our struggle for freedom
and security—we must see to it that their
sacrifice is not in vain.

Make no mistake about this. This war is
an all-out fight. The Nazi, the Fascist, the
Japanese are irreconcilable enemies of all
freedom. They or we must go; they or we
will survive; they or we will influence man's
destinies for generations to come. If we lose
this conflict with barbarism, time will turn
back for centuries. It will turn back to the
Medieval Ages when man was merely a beast
of burden, without rights, without hope, and
without dignity. If we lose this fight, free-
dom will disappear utterly from the face of
the earth,

There can be no compromising of the is-
sues. If there are those who are stupid
enough or evil enough to believe that they
can save their properties or their skins by
compromise or appeasement, they ignore or
are blind to the hisfory of totalitarian ag-
gression. We must win this war totally or
we will lose our freedom totally,

We will not compromise with the forces
of evil. But do not let us be under any de-
lusion. It is no easy task to which we have
set ourselves. There are grave days ahead.
There will be nights of anxiety and agony.
Death and suffering are inevitable. No one
of us can escape paying a price in life and
limb or in tears and suffering. No one of
us will avoid—or wish to avoid—bearing the
burdens that we must shoulder. All of us
must enlist wholeheartedly in the great
crusade for freedom and security and peace.

Some of us will fight with a rifle in our
hands. Some will fight to preserve the home
front. There will be a task for each one of
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us. No matter how small or unspectacular
that task may be, it must be performed faith-
fully and willingly. Each one of us is a
gsentinel on duty. Each must be a cog in the
great machine that will move slowly but
steadily forward to crush barbarism and
paganism and to bring lasting peace and
security again to a war-torn world,

At our head is the courageous and deter-
mined Commander in Chief, the beloved
President of the United States. His is the
clearest voice for freedom in the world today.
His is an unshakable determination that
barbarism will be crushed and freedom pre-
served.

We face the future with calmness and
with courage. Thank God, today in this
country there is complete unity of purpose
and of spirit. The preservation of our coun-
try and the freedom of our children and
their children are the causes for which we
fight.

With the help of God, we shall persevere to
the end of the hard road, confident that
victory will be ours. And when that happy
time comes—as it surely will come—we will
again build a world of peace and justice and
good will among nations and individuals.

BEN MILLER

Mr. MEYER of Maryland. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MEYER of Maryland. Mr. Speak-
er, the Nation suffers a keen and irrep-
arable loss when a good. newspaperman
passes on. Ben H. Miller, Sunpapers
stafl correspondent, was a splendid news-
paperman. He respected confldences
and reported facts, true to the finest tra-
ditions of the decent journalists of our
country and the press whose freedom has
been made sacred by the organic law of
the land. His death occurred on Sunday
past while he'was carrying out his assign-
ment as a war reporter on the home
front.

Sunday morning I read his article on
munitions production in United States
plants based upon a 2-week first-hand
inspection. I was impressed by his grasp
of the entire picture and his eminently
fair appraisal of the participation by all
groups in the war effort. It is regrettable
that we will not have the benefit of his
talents to complete the work he had
begun.

His article is particularly valuable be-
cause he has brought home the fact that
harmony prevails between labor and
management, He has laid the ghost of
labor noncooperation in the war effort.
Some of his phrases in this regard bear
repeating:

“American engineers have blueprinted new
and amazing wheels of industry. American
labor has put its shoulder to them,” Colonel
Armstrong (Col. Donald Armstrong, deputy
chief of the Chicago ordnance district)
forcibly and dramatically told a small group
what management in his huge ordnance dis-
trict had done in the way of planning, con-
version from peace to war conditions, par-
celing out of subcontracts, protection of the
economic welfare, health, and safety of its
employees, and then no less enthusiastically
added:

“There has been the most amazing co-
operation between employees and employers
in this district. We have had no important
shut-down in the production of ordnance
from labor stoppages. When we have seen the
necessity for pressure on the production of

4363

some particular item the men in the plants
willingly have worked 75 or 80 hours a week.”
Colonel Armstrong’s is only & small part of
even the limited area of American industry,
but his views echo those expressed in other
sections, In Philadelphia, in Baltimore, in
Newport News, in Knoxville, in Nashvllle, in
Cincinnati, in Dayton, in Indianapolis, in 8t.
Louis, and in Manitowoc, Wis., as well as in
Chicago, the same conclusions, with devia-
tions only in degree, have been expressed.

It was also encouraging to learn from
this journalist that it has been privately
said by a high-ranking war official “the
battle of production had been won.”

His youth and the keen presentation of
an important aspect of the war effort
which he had just begun make his pass-
ing particularly untimely.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
in the REcorp on the subject of commer-
cial alcohol, and include therewith an ed-
itorial from the Sioux City Tribune-
Journal.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that after the regular
business of the day and any other special
orders I may be allowed to address the
House for 10 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on next Monday I may address the House
for 30 minutes after the disposition of
the legislative business of the day and
any other special orders,

* The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks and include a poem which I have
received from one of my constituents.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRANT of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks and include an address by Mr.
fiu%h Grant, former Minister of Thai-
and.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in
the Recorp and include therein an arti-
cle by an outstanding columnist, Gould
Lincoln, under the caption, “Pursuit of
habit of sneering at Congress seen in
public cry on X-card allowances.”

The SPEAEFER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks on two subjects and to include a
short article in each,

The SPEARER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HILL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to include in
the Recorp an article written by one
of Colorado’s outstanding newspaper
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correspondents, Mr. Alva Swain, and to
include some correspondence from cattle
feeders.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection?
There was no objection.

PLIGHT OF AVERAGE BUSINESS
CONCERNS

Mr. HILL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, HILL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker,
every Member of this House is vitally
interested in what is going to happen to
the small business firms of this great
Nation. There came to my desk yester-
day a little paragraph which I want to
read:

The gentlemen of the Congress have been
very much upset about the rationing of. gas-
oline. Bome harsh things have been said
about bureaucrats giving orders to Members
of Congress (I don't see why they should be
in such a position), but I don't hear a word
on the Hill about bureaucrats pronouncing
the business death sentence upon thousands
of A. B. C.'s (average business concerns) with
the execution dates set so close that appeal
is almost useless in the face of time. I sug-
gest that before Congressmen go home to
campaign for reelection they think up an-
swers for the constituents who have only A
cards and for businessmen and their associ-
ates who have been dumped upon the ecc-
nomic ash heap and told to lie still, or else,
Even the animals are feeling the bureau
squeeze. A cow jumping the fence to make
& night of it in A neighboring pasture came
home with her crankcase drained and a
notice that she wasn't to supply any more
milk to anyone not on the public pay roil.

[Here the gavel fell.]
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks in
two particulars: First, I ask unanimous
consent to extend and revise my re-
marks and include therein an address by
Mr. Justice Hugo L. Black upon the occa-
sion referred to by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. DIcKSTEIN].

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HOEBS. Mr. Speaker, Iaskunan-
imous consent to revise and extend my
remarks in the Appendix and include
therein an article from the News Bag, by
Mrs. Mildred W, Warner.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that my distin-
guished colleague from Connecticut, Mr.
SHANLEY, may extend his remarks by in-
cluding an address.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection?

There was no objecticn,

Mr., JACKSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks in the Appendix of the Rec-
©ORD and include a talk by Albert Warner,
of the Columbia Broadeasting Co.

The SPEAKER. Is there objectlon?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the ReEcorp on two subjects.

The SPEAKER. Isthere objection?

There was no objection.
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Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and include an
editorial from the Gazette-Telegraph, of
Colorado Springs, Colo.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

THE LATE JUDGE HUBERT C. UTTEREBACK

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to addrws the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is t.here objection?

There was no objection,

Mr, LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, the
untimely death of Judge Hubert C. Utter-
back, a former Member of this body, has
just been announced. In his passing
Iowa has lost one of cur truly strong and
useful leaders. His career encompassed
many fields and he achieved a notable
record of “firsts” and “onlys,” a few of
which I enumerate.

e was—

The first Democrat elected police judge
in the city of Des Moines over a long
period.

The first member of his party elected
district judge in Polk County, Iowa, in
half a century.

His election to Congress in 1934 was
the first and only time the old Sixth Dis-
trict has elected a Democrat.

He was elected to the Supreme Court
bench of Iowa, the first Democrat in 40
years to fill a vacancy, which vacancy
the court held later did not exist.

In the course of his career he repre-
sented Iowa for 4 years as a member of
the Democratic National Committee.
Although defeated for nomination to the
United States Senate by Senator CLYDE
L. Herring, he was not discredited.

Born in a log cabin in Keokuk County,
Iowa, he rose to a place of influence and
sought constantly to improve his State
and the community in which he lived. I
mention a few of the movements and or-
ganizations-to which he gave his talents
and directed his energy without hope of
reward or compensation: The De Molays,
Boy Scouts, Disciples of Christ Church,
American Red Cross, Father and Son
Movement, Lions Club, Iowa Humane
Society, and perhaps others,

Scores of relatives and close friends in
Eeokuk County mourn his death, and this
list includes his aged father, Hon. A. M.
Utterback, a former member of the Gen-
eral Assembly of Iowa and a true pioneer
lawmaker of Iowa.

Former colleagues in Congress appre-
ciated the worth of Judge Utterback as a
legislator.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the ReEcorp on the subject of
congressional responsibility.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection,

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. JOHNS. Mr. Speaker, I have two
requests to submit: One that I may be
permitted to insert in the Appendix of
the REcorp an address I delivered over
the National Broadcasting System last
Sunday on I Am An American Day; and
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second that I may be permitted to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Without cbjection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr, JOHNS. Mr. Speaker, my atten-
tion has been called to an editorial ap-
pearing in the Green Bay Press Gazette,
of Green Bay, Wis., under date of May
13, 1942, inspired by the statement of
Mr. Michelson, publicity director for the
National Democratic Committee. If is
entitled “Michelson Better Button Up
His Lip.” I happen to know the editor of
the Green Bay Press Gazette, Mr. Victor
Minahan, who is also the editor of the
Appleton Post Crescent, both daily
newspapers in my district. Mr. Mina-
han is a graduate of the University of
Wisconsin and also its law department,
and for many years was one of the out-
standing members of the bar of the State
of Wisconsin. He finally became inter-
ested financially in the two newspapers
that I have named, was induced to be-
come the editor of these papers, and has
developed into one of the best editors of
any daily newspaper in the United
States. He has always bzen classified as
a liberal and- an indspendent thinker.
He has sized up the situation so well with
reference to the attempt to smear Con-
gressmen who, prior to December T, 1941,
were opposed to our getting into the war,
that I pass this editorial along to you
Members of the House and I hope that
every Member of Congress will read it
because this editorial applies not only to
Republicans but to Democrats as well. I
ask unanimous consent to insert it and
make it a part of my remarks at this
point.

The matter referred to follows:

MICHELSON BETTER BUTTON UF HIS LIP

Charles Michelson, director of publicity for
the Democratic National Committee and the
man who broke the records of Sitting Bull and
Tecumseh flinging tomahawks, made an ap-
peal to the country recently calling for a
Congress “favorable to the President” and
accusing the Republican Party of every crime
to be found on the calendar during the last
quarter of a century.

Mr. Michelson said the Grand Old Party
had weakened the Army and Navy, laid the
foundation for the present war by defeating
the League of Nations, fostered fascism in
Japan, and generally contrived to tear the
Republic down. Mr. Michelson's burning
tirade is a result of his conviction that
enough American blood has already been
spilled to cement the country together be-
hind its present leaders, irrespective of how
they may have misled it, violated its wishes,
or even plunged it into war,

The record fails to sustain Mr. Michelson's
violent accusations.

The offense of most of the Republicans In
Congress today is that they faithfully at-
tempted to interpret the wishes of the people,
some 80 percent of whom were very definitely
adverse to becoming involved in the war.
But they were not alone in this attitude,
‘Many Democrats joined with them. And
some have maintained their criticism of the
means employed to hazard attack from Japan
and get into the war through Asia’s back
door. There is, for insiance, Congressman
Sumners, of Texas, voted by newspaper cor-
respondents at Washington a few years ago
the ablest Member of the House, who wrote
several months after Pearl Harbor:

“This biaming the Pearl Harbor t.ragedy on
the treachery of the Japs is like the fellow
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who had been tickling the hind leg of a mule
trying to explain his bunged-up condition by
blaming the mule with having violated his
confidence.”

There are others not so kind as Mr.
Sumners who say we didn't tickle the hind
leg of the mule but ran a pitchfork into it.

Running the figures down and looking over
the records that go back 26 years, we find
Mr. Michelson both wild and intemperate
with his charges.

Even the charge that the Republicans de-
feated the League of Nations 22 years ago is
belied by the Senate record that shows 12
Republicans voting against it while 23 Demo-
crats gave it the ax,

The record at Washington also discloses
that the Hoover administration spent approx-
imatkly the same as the Roosevelt first term
for the Navy and even more for the Army.

It 1s extraordinary for a leader like Mr.
Michelson to make a charge of betrayal
against the Republicans when the Demo-
crats, for the last 10 years, have had the most
overwhelming control of Congress ever held
by a political party for so long. And had due
account been taken of the Republican criti-
cism of appropriation bills of a few years ago,
we would have built fewer battleships and
more aircraft carriers, submarines, planes,
cruisers, and destroyers, which a Republican
bloc in Congress tried unsuccessfully to se-
cure as late as 1940.

Mr. Michelson’s arm may be losing its cun-
ning. His former clear and deft tomahawk
incisions are now turning into bungling
gashes.,

He might do better to follow the advice of
Senator WiLeEy, who says that “first things
come first,” and defines the leading item of
the national business as fighting this war.
Wisconsin’s Senator correctly sizes up the
mess in which this country finds itself be-
cause, however mistakenly, foolishly, or even
wickedly we may have become involved in
the war, we certainly are in it. And war is
unique in that once having entered under
the sign of the skull and crossbones we must
fight on vigorously and completely until vic-
tory or until the people are satisfied that
victory is impossible. That is the curse. that
accompanies the bloody malady as ashen color
goes with cancer.

But Mr, Michelson is like some others at
‘Washington and elsewhere who seem more
concerned about their own personal welfare,
their jobs or power, their positions, or au-
thority than about the course of battle, and
thus gamble upon their ability to bewilder
the people with charges shot through with
misstatement.

It is a dangerous business but they may
get away with it. The Republicans may have
to be content with the verdict of history.
They actually tried to stay out of the war,
They honestly attempted to obey the will of
the people. And there were lots of Democrats
with thém, but such Democrats did not oc-
cupy the right jobs for that purpose.

Perhaps Congressman SuMmneEers does his
chiefs injustice by accusing them of tickling
the hind leg of a mule. They may have
thought it a Newfoundland puppy. Their
sight, and certainly their foresight, could
never win them a prize, anyway.

EARL BROWDER

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAEKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Speaker, it
is true that Earl Browder, who has
blasted our form of government, did not
go to jail because he was a Communist;
but because he was a Communist he was
freed from jail; and it happened just be-
fore I Am an American Day,
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Was it for national unity that Harry
Bridges’ deportation was deferred?

Last March some miners in Illinois
had their fines remitted and their sen-
tences commuted, by the President, too;
all they did was to derail some trains.

As one humble American I protest these
three acts. I would call their purpose
international disunity.

THE LATE HUBERT UTTERBACK

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I have the honor to tell the House of
Representatives of the high esteem in
which I held Hon. Hubert Utterback, for-
mer Representative of the Sixth Iowa
Distriet in the House of Representatives.
During the 2 years Mr. Utterback served
in Congress, I had occasion to make many
trips to Washington on official business
for the city of Iowa City, Iowa, and al-
though Mr. Utterback did not represent
our congressional district, he was always
most courteous and cooperative in ex-
tending us his personal help with our
problems. Al of us who had occasion to
come to Washington found him and his
office staff always ready and willing to
help us wherever and whenever possible.

Further back in history I had occasion
to know of Mr. Utterback’s great work in
the Boy Scout organization and in the
juvenile court at Des Moines. He built
for himself a record of constructive com-
munity service that is second to none and
all of us who had the good fortune to
know him have reason to be proud of him
for his great record of service to his
home, his city, his district, our State, and
Nation.

SOLDIERS' BASE PAY

Mr. RANKIN of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent fo pro-
ceed for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks in the REcORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANEKIN of Mississippi. Mr,
Speaker, from every section of the coun-
try, from the boys in the service, the
ones in the rank and file, from the
mothers and fathers of those boys are
coming floods of messages urging that
we hold the $50 base pay for the boys
in the service, provided by my amend-
ment adopted a few days ago. The men
in the service say that it has done more
to strengthen their morale than any-
thing else that has occurred

Messages are also pouring in support-
ing my bill to get rid of the Japs.

I had a letter this morning from a
little 10-year-old girl in California. She
writes:

They are asking me to write to my Japa-
nese friends.

She adds:

I have no Japanese friends. I had a brother
at Pearl Harbor.

[Here the gavel fell.]
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THE 12-PCINT REPUBLICAN PROGRAM

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, on April
20, 1942, the Republican National Com-
mittee met in Chicago and drew up a 12-
point program which, in my considered
judgment, is a document of unity and
solidarity that well merits the study of
this Congress and the country. I believe
some of those items will bear restatement
and full elaboration. Any discussion of
this 12.-point program would be a discus-
sion of every problem which has engaged
the attention of the Congress in recent
months and which is likely to engage the
attention of this body in the months to
come, ;

I propose, Mr. Speaker, in the ensuing
weeks, to take each one of those 12 points
and elaborate on it.

I shall want to take each point in the
program and devote 5 or 10 minutes to
an interpretation, in the light of the na-
tional problems now before us, and the
problems which will inevitably arise as
the conflict progresses fo a victorious
conclusion. I shall undertake to keep
these remarks from bias in the hope that
they will stimulate further discussion in
this body and produce some fruit for the
common good.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Thursday
next, after the disposition of the business
on the Speaker’s desk and other special
orders, I may address the House for 5
minutes.

The SPEAKER. Without objection it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that today after the dis-

‘position of the legislative program for

the day and other special orders I may
address the House for 10 minutes.
The SPEAKER. Without objection it
is =0 ordered.
The_re was no objection.
MAJ. PAUL A. LARNED

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent for the present consider-
ation of the bill S. 2202, to restore Paul
A. Larned, a major, United States Army,
retired, to the active list of the Regular
Army.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, as I under-
stand, the gentleman has discussed this
matter with the ranking minority mem-
ber of the commitiee; and the subject
is not controversial.

Mr. MAY. That is correct.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

There being no cbjection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

EBe it enacted, etc., That the President of
the United States be, and he hereby is, au-
thorized to transfer to the active list of the
United States Army, in the grade of lieu-
tenant colonel, Paul A. Larned, now a major,
United States Army, retired (now on active
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duty) : Provided, That prior to his restora-
tien to the active list he shall have been
found pnysically qualified for active service
in the Regular Army by a board of officers,
his name to appear on the active list of the
United States Army next below that of the
lowest ranking member of the class of 1907,
United States Military Academy, now on the
active list: Provided further, That he shall be
carried as an additional number in the grade
to which he may be transferred or, at any
time thereafter, be promoted: Provided fur-
ther, That no back pay or allowances shall
be held to have accrued by reason of the
passage of this act.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

AMENDMENTS TO NATIONAL HOUSING
ACT i

Mr. STEAGALL submitted a confer-
.ence report and statement on the bill
(H. R. 6927) to amend the National
Housing Act, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT TO ACT TO ESTABLISH A
UNIFORM SYSTEM OF BANERUFPTCY
THROUGHOUT THE UNITED STATES

Mr. CRAVENS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H. R. T066) to
amend an act entitled “An act to estab-
lish a uniform system of bankruptcy
throughout the United States,” approved
July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof
and supplementary thereto.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. CRAVENS]?

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object, I would like to have my distin-
guished colleague explain the bill to the
House.

Mr. CRAVENS. The sole purpose of
the bill, and the only thing that it accom-
plishes, is to extend for a period of 4
years the so-called Bankruptey Act.
There is no change whatever in the sub-
stantive law. The former act had a pro-
vision that the act would expire on the
30th of June of this year. This merely
extends the act without changing it in
any respect for an additional period to
expire on June 30, 1946.

Mr. SPRINGER. As I recall, the bill
was reported unanimously by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and there is no
change of the provision of the law itself,
This is merely an extension for a periocd
of 4 years?

Mr. CRAVENS. That is correct.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. CRAVENS]?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be il enacted, etc., That section 84 of chap-
ter IX of the act entitled “An act to establish
a uniform system of bankruptey throughout
the United States,” approved July 1, 1898,
as amended (U, 8. C., 1240 ed,, title XI, sec.
404), is amended to read as follows:

“SeEc. 84. Jurisdiction conferred on any
court by section 81 shall not be exercised
by such court after June 30, 1946, except in
respect of any proceeding initiated by filing
a-petition under section 83 (a) on or prior
to June 30, 1946.”
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATION FOR THE
MARINE AND WAR-RISKE INSURANCE
FUND

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on Thursday next, following the reading
of the Journal and the disposition of
business on the Speaker’s desk, it may
be in order to consider under the rules
of the House, House Joint Resolution 314,
making an additional appropriation for
the marine and war-risk insurance fund.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr, Cannon]1?

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, this bill is required in
order to raise funds to take care of losses
resulting from sinkings, and it comes
with the unanimous report of the com-
mittee. I do not believe it will be con-
troversial; in fact, I do not think there
should be any substantial controversy at
all. I can see no objection to letting it
come up on Thursday.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, may I suggest
that the two distinguished gentlemen
agree on time, if possible; otherwise
there will have to be a unanimous con-
sent request on Thursday. If you do not
agree on time, the bill would have to be
considered under the regular rules of the
House. I do not press that at this time,
but if it can be done I think it might be
well to do it now.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I have no
demands for time, and so far as I know
the gentleman from New York has indi-
cated no demands for time. I think it
will be disposed of very expeditiously.

Mr. TABER. I think we may limit the
general debate to an hour, if the gentle-
man will incorporate that in his request.
That is, a half hour on a side.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent then
in that connection that debate on the
joint resolution continue for not to ex-
ceed 1 hour, one-half to be controlled by
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Taser] and one-half by myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. CaNnNoON]1?

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, I take this
opportunity to ask about the program
for Thursday. Can the majority leader
tell us what he anticipates will be the
program for the remainder of the week?

Mr., McCORMACK. The conference
report just filed by the gentleman from
Alabama will come up tomorrow. I un-
derstand that is noncontroversial. The
resolution referred to by the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. Cannvon] will come
up on Thursday. There is nothing else
except what might be brought up by
unanimous consent, which means, of
course, that the majority leadership and
the minority must agree.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Is it anticipated
that we will probably recess over Friday?

Mr, McCORMACK. If is my intention
to submit that request. I may say that
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on Monday, if a rule is reported by the
Rules Committee—and I hope the distin-
guished members of the Rules Committee
will report it—the small businessman’s
bill will come up for consideration. Iam
happy to give this advanced notice so
that Members may be prepared. I will
try to give a further statement with ref-
erence to the rest of the program next
week by Thursday of this week.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object—and I am
not going to object—perhaps the majority
leader would like to know the status of
some of the unfinished bills from the
House Military Affairs Committee, as
well as the one that will be reported soon.
There are two bills, one relating to cadets
in West Point and the Army pay bill that
are in conference and will remain in
conference likely all this week. They
should take their place on next week’s
calendar.

Mr. McCORMACEK. We can arrange
for that. Of course, I mean the cadet
bill. I do not know about any other bill.

Mr. MAY. There is the pay bill.

Mr. McCORMACE. That is a confer-
ence report. That can be taken care of.

Mr. MAY. The other bill with refer-
en;:e to allocation of pay will be reported
out.

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, we will
give that as quick attention as possible.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Further re-
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
can the majority leader advise the House
what length of time is proposed for dis-
cussion of the small business bill? /

Mr. McCORMACK. Iassume that the
majority and minority members of the
Committee on Banking and Currency
will determine that. I am unable to give
that information. My friend here nat-
urally feels distressed at my statement,
and I apologize to him. Of course, the
Rules Committee is the final arbiter in
determining that matter, but I assume
the Committee on Rules gives profound
consideration to the recommendations
of the legislative committee, I have no
idea as to what time will be allowed for
general debate, except that I assume the
bill will be disposed of on Monday.

Mr. SABATH. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, may I inform the
majority leader that the chairman of
the Committee on Rules was not dis-
tressed but did wish to convey to him
that a reasonable time will be granted
for debate on that bill. That is all I
wish to say in reply to the gentleman.

Mr. FISH. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr, Speaker, mday I ask the chair-
man of the Committee on Rules if he
proposes to bring the Small Business bill
up for consideration before the Commit-
tee on Rules tomorrow morning?

Mr. SABATH. I have stated that to
the gentleman already. Two or three
other matters will also be taken up by
the Committee on Rules tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. SABATH. Mr, Speaker, I listened
with a great deal of pleasure to my col-
league the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Dirrsen] when he asked for unanimous
consent for time to address the House on
Thursday next to explain the 12-point
program as agreed upon by some of the
Republican leaders af a recent meeting
of the Republican Party in Chicago,
which program, I understand, was rec-
ommended by Mr., Wendell Willkie and
adopted over the protests of the Republi-
can Senator from Illinois. I congratulate
the Republican Party, though rather
late, in endorsing in the main not only
President Roosevelt's foreign policies but
also, to a great extent, his domestic poli-
cies. I wonder whether the recent Gal-
lup poll, which showed that 80 percent
of the American people endorsed the
President’s policies, had something to do
with the action taken at this Republican
Party meeting. I have not this 12-point
program before me, as agreed to by the
Republican leaders, but it is really imma-
terial because, knowing the Republican
leaders as I do, I feel that they have en-
dorsed all the policies and actions taken
by President Roosevelt which prove, be-
yond doubt, that they were in the right
direction and in the very best interest of
our Nation.

No doubt, they will of necessity point '

out some errors and will probably dwell
on the large expenditures that the ad-
miaistration has not reduced to a greater
degree for established Government de-
partments. I am satisfied that they will
not point out that these expenditures
could not be reduced because nearly all
the Republican Members invariably voted
against reductions or failed to offer
amendments to reduce appropriations.
While some of them made speeches

against the expenditures, yet the major- -

ity of the Republican membership voted
for them. However, they cannot be
blamed, for they must have something on
which to go before the people. In that
connection I wish it would be possible to
have the Republican record vote on all
these appropriations, including their
nearly unanimous votes in 1938, 1939,
1940, and 1941 on legislation -recom-
mended by the President which was
defeated because of the nearly solid Re-
publican vote, together with the votes
from time to time of some 30 or 40 Demo-
crat appeasers and isolationists. I con-
cede that since the Pearl Harbor Jap-
anese sneak attack they have realized
their grave mistakes too late. However,
Mr, Speaker, regardless of the ex-
traordinary efforts on the part of my
very able colleague, he will not be able to
aid his party by his deft explanations of
these 12 points, because the American
people are satisfied that our President
has shown extraordinary foresight, cour-
age, and ability in safeguarding and pro-
tecting, as I have stated, the freedom and
and liberty of our Nation. I grant that
they may criticize him in his desire to
protect and aid the wage earners, the
farmers, and the small businessmen, but
I am satisfied and feel that even the most
vicious labor baiters, a few of the com-
merce association leaders and stock
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brokers will derive some measure of com-
fort in attacking his humane efforts in
behalf of the underprivileged of our
country.
[Here the gavel fell.]
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own re-
marks in the REcorp and include therein
a memorial speech by Mr. Ben Scott
Whaley, one of the distinguished lawyers
in Charleston, to the Ladies’ Memorial
Association at the Confederate Cemetery
on May 10.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I also ask
unanimous consent to extend my own re-
marks in the REcorp and include therein
a speech by Gov. Prentice Cooper, of
Tennessee, before the Young Democratic
Clubs of America in Louisville last
summer,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the House Committee
on Military Affairs be permitted to sit
during the sessions of the House this
week.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. COFFEE of Washington, Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my own remarks in the REcorp on
two topics, in one to include addresses
made by myself and the Delegate from
Hawaii [Mr, K1mvcl, and in the other to
ineclude a letter written by a factory man-
ager in my distriet.

The SPEAKRER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Recorp and include
therein an editorial from the New Haven
Register.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Con-
necticut?

There was no objection.

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the REecorp and include
therein an editorial.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the Delegate from Alaska?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. CarLsoN] is recognized for
10 minutes.

GASOLINE RATIONING

Mr, CARLSON. Mr, Speaker, if my
experiences and observations of the past
week or two are correct, it certainly goes
without saying that gasoline rationing is
the current topic of conversation. The
headlines feature it; the radio commen-
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tators continually remind us of it; we
hear it being discussed wherever we go.
A question which is being asked more
and more is, “Why should such rationing
be restricted to the east coast? If such
inconveniences and hardships are re-
quired for successful prosecution of all-
out war effort, why should not the whole
country share in the rationing?” Itisa
time-worn adage, of course, that misery
loves company. But is that in itself a
compelling reason for extension of ra-
tioning to areas in which gasoline is
plentiful and in which rationing cannot
be justified upon either practical or eco-
nomic grounds? When we have droughts
in the Midwest do the easterners insist
that they be extended to other sections?
NO RATIONING FOR OIL-PRODUCING STATES

There can be no doubt but what the
War Production Board is seriously con-
sidering rationing of gasoline on a
Nation-wide.basis. Recently one of the
minor Government officials who was dis-
cussing the individual’s part in the ra-
tioning program stated that “the Nation
must learn discipline.” This is nothing
short of bunk. Our people have already
demonstrated their willingness to sacri-
fice in order to win this war. They do,
however, object to unnecessary restric-
tions and regulations.

PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS

It is my privilege to represent one of
the country’s leading oil-producing
States. Unlike most of the current dis-
cussion of rationing, which seems to be
based upon abstract theory, my discus-
sion of the subject here tcday will be
based upon hard, cold facts gathered
from my own personal observation and
first-hand knowledge of actual operations
within the oil industry.

In a State like Kansas, it must be em-
phasized, local consumption accounts for
only a small part of the total production
of gasoline. It has accounted for only
approximately one-third of the total in
recent years, according to the United
States Bureau of Mines. This means
that production of gasoline could be re-
duced two-thirds and there still would
be ne necessity of rationing.

But rationing, we are told, does not
arise from any fundamental shortage of
crude oil, the basic raw material from
which gasoline is derived. Nor does it
arise from any lack of refining equipment
to transform the crude oil into gasoline.
Rather it all stems directly from limita-
tions upon transportation, and one par-
ticular form of transportation at that—
ocean-going tanker. Only the large con-
suming areas along the seaboard can be
served by such means. The other large
consuming areas within the interior al-
ways have been supplied by other means,
In recent years only one-fourth of all the
oil has been carried to refineries in tank-
ers, again according to the United States
Bureau of Mines. The remaining three-
fourths always has traveled by other
means. So far as can be ascertained,
even in peacetime none of Kansas' oil
ever was carried by tanker, If it were, it
was so negligible in volume that the Bu-
reau of Mines failed to report it. By no
possible stretch of the imagination,
therefore, could rationing of gasoline be
justified i Kansas on the same grounds
that it is in the East. ¥
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BINDING PRECEDENT

To me, the recent action of Federal
authorities in relaxing restrictions in
certain areas adjacent to sources of oil
production in the East is compelling
proof of the absence of any need for ra-
tioning-in Kansas or any other oil pro-
ducing State. Ninety-three counties in
New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Vir-
gina, and West Virginia had been made
subject to previously announced restric-
tions. But because of their proximity to
oil producing areas they now have been
relieved of all such restrictions including
the necessity of rationing. Such relief
for areas located in the East, which be-
cause of their geographical location
heretofore had been made subject to
rigid restrictions, is a most binding
precedent why rationing should not be
applied to areas closer to the country's
most prolific sources of production,

JEOPARDIZE STATE'S REJENUES

There is still another point which
seems to be overlocked completely in
most of the current discussion. It has
been found that fuel oils are indispensa-
ble to the war effort. Refiners in Kan-
sas and throughout the country accord-
ingly are being urged continually by
Federal authorities to operate their re-
fineries so as to obtain the greatest pos-
sible yield of such oils from a given quan-
tity of erude. But the people, those who
constantly are harping on country-wide
extension of gasoline rationing, overlook
the practical implications of such opera-
tion. For every barrel of fuel oil which
you can obtain in Kansas, for example,
you first must produce two barrels of
gasoline. In the refining process the
lighter fractions, chief of which is gaso-
line, always come off first. In practice,
therefore, you get the gasoline whether
you want it or not. What are you to do
with it? Isn’t it better to let the people
use it in their cars than to dump it back
into the ground or to burn it, which it is
charged has been done recently in Chi-
cago with the sanction of Federal au-
thorities?

Then, too, there is still another consid-
eration. Rationing of gasoline would
deprive Kansas and other oil-producing
States of the continued produetivity of
one of their chief sources of revenue—the
gasoline tax. In recent years Kansas
has been deriving nearly one-third of all
its tax revenues from this source. But
this tax’s productivity already has been
reduced by tire rationing, speed limits,
and other wartime restrictions. Addi-
tion of gasoline rationing, especially
when no possible justification for it can
be found, certainly would be the final
“straw to break the camel’s back.” It
would tend to pauperize the State and
place its fiscal system completely at the
mercy of the Federal Government.

CONCLUSION

There certainly is no possible justifica-
tion for rationing of gasoline in oil-
producing States. Such rationing would
prevent complete fulfillment of the role
which preducers and refiners have been
accorded in the all-out war effort.
Finally, such rationing would place the
State’s finances in jeopardy and at the
inercy of the Federal Government.
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield? :

Mr, CARLSON. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr, CUNNINGHAM. Is it not true
gasoline which is transported from the
gentleman’s State of Kansas to neigh-
boring States is transported mostly by
pipe lines?

Mr. CARLSON. Thai is generally
true. However, some of this gasoline
is moved by tank cars. I have noticed
these tank cars are out in the States of
Eansas, Oklahoma, and Texas, when
they might well be loaded at the end
of some of the pipe lines nearer the point
of distribution. It would aid materially
the present shortage of gasoline at east-
ern points.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Is it not also
true that the product carried by these
pipe lines is refined gasoline and not the
crude oil that comes from Kansas?

-Mr. CARLSON. That is true.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. And that is par-
ticularly true of Kansas and that gen-
eral vicinity?

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CARLSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas.

Mr, HOUSTON. I want to commend
the gentleman for his excellent state-
ment on the subject he has just been
discussing and I also want to call to his
attention the fact that gasoline produc-

tion in Kansas is off 25 percent, not due

to any seasonal decline, but due to the
curtailment of the driving of automo-
biles. There is plenty of gasoline for
every purpose and it should not be ra-
tioned out there.

I may also state that the refiners, who

‘have their own transportation system in

the way of tank cars, are using about
80 percent of their equipment to bring
gasoline to the eastern coast and by the
middle of June that will probably be
increased to 100 percent.

Mr. CARLSON. I may say that my col-
league from Kansas is thoroughly famil-
iar with this situation and has done a
fine job trying to straighten out the con-
ditions I have referred to. It is a serious
problem, and our State is one that pro-
duces two-thirds more gasoline than it
uses. I am sure it is the gentleman’s
opinion it would be folly to try to put on
any program of rationing in Kansas.

Mr. HOUSTON. I certainly agree with
the gentleman.

Mr. THOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield? i

Mr. CARLSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. THOM. Has any responsible Gov-
ernment official proposed that rationing
of gasoline should be extended to the
Middle West?

Mr. CARLSON. I think that respon-
sible officials in the Government have in
mind a Nation-wide rationing program.

Mr. THOM. Who?

Mr. CARLSON. I would rather not
mention any names.

Mr. THOM. I would like to have that
information if the gentleman has it.

Mr. CARLSON. It is my opinion that
time will tell whether or not Government
officials plan Nation-wide rationing.

[Here. the gavel fell.]
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorp by including an
item appearing in the New York Times
on April 21, at the time the Reverend Dr,
Joseph F, Thorning was awarded the first
gold medal by the Pi Alpha Sigma, Pan-
American fraternity, at St. John's Uni-
versity, Brooklyn.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from Ohio [Mr. Youne] is recog-
nized for 15 minutes. -

O.P. A. PAY ROLL
Mr, YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, the Cleve-

-land Plain Dealer headlines: “Williams

denies Young look at O. P. A. pay roll”
and then states that Birkett L. Williams,
adminisirator of the regional Office of
Price Administration in Cleveland denied
my request for a copy of the regional pay
roll, Williams pulled political wires to
have himself selected regional director at
$6,500 per annum and it appears that
before he had warmed his desk chair his
salary was to be increased to $8,000 and
other big increases in salaries in this
office were to be made. On May 9 his
title was changed from regional director
to regional administrator and his salary
was to be increased from $6,500 to $8,000.
Papers for this salary increase were pre-
pared and also for a salary increase of
$1,000 for his assistant, Mr. Fiske.

Is it possible that this bureaucrat takes
the arbitrary, supercilious, arrogant, and
contemptuous attitude that the public is
not entitled to know how public money is
spent? Congress appropriates money to
establish and maintain agencies such as
the Office of Price Administration and
surely a representative of the people is
entitled to know how the people's money
is being spent. Constituents constantly
write me expressing concern over mount-
ing expenditures in various governmen-
tal agencies and as Congressman at
Large representing Ohio I have consist-
ently and constantly voted to curtail and
reduce nondefense expenditures and I
propose to watch defense expenditures as
well and prevent waste and extrava-
gance,

A reporter from the Cleveland Press
asked Mr. Williams for a copy of his pay
roll and the reguest was refused. This
self-important job holder then told the
reporter that Stephen M. Young, Con-
gressman at Large, had requested the
pay roll and that he had denied the re-
quest, on the ground he believed it was
prompted by political motives. Possibly
someone should tell this puffed-up, gusty,
inflated bureaucrat that a public office is
a public trust. Is he seeking to hide the
facts of his own salary increase by $1,500
per annum but a short time after he se-
cured his appointment? My pay roll as
Congressman is open to the public at all
times and if anyone inquires how I spend
my clerk-hire allowance I will readily
state the facts and not claim that the
inquirer is prompted by political motives.

Leon Henderson as Price Administra-
tor is, in my judgment, doing a magnifi-
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cent job. Criticism, however, has very
properly been made by some of my con-
stituents regarding increasing salaries of
officials at the regional office. It was but
a short time ago that the Price Adminis-
trator established a regional office in
Cleveland. Birkett L. Williams was des-
ignated Regional Director at a $6,500 sal-
ary per annum. Mr, Fiske was employed
as assistant at $4,600 per annum. Then
on May 9 the salary of Regional Admin-
istrator Williams was to be upped from
$6,500 to $8,000, Mr. Fiske from $4,600 to
$5,600, and other general increases in sal-
aries were to be made. These salary
boosts, amounting to 20 percent or more
in some instances, proposed within just
a few weeks following establishment of
this regional office, have been a matter
of comment among my constituents.
This is a time of general sacrifice and
pulling in of belts and it does not seem a
good idea to pay administrative officials
more than they made in private life nor
to increase immediately salaries from
$6,500 to $8,000, $4.600 to $5.600, and so
forth. Furthermore, throughout the
country school teachers and other citi-
zens have been volunteering their serv-
ices to the O. P. A. for sugar rationing,
gascline rationing, and so forth, without
thought of compensation.

In order to ascertain the facts I wrote
the Director of Personnel, Office of Price
Administration, Washington, requesting
the names and salaries of certain em-
ployees of the regional office in Cleve-
land. The Director of Personnel, 6 days
later, wrote me that the field organiza-
tion of the Office of Price Administration
is highly decentralized and that the in-
formation is not available in Washington.
He suggested that I write directly to Mr.
Birkett L. Williams, regional director.
I then wrote to Mr. Williams asking that
he have compiled and mailed to me with-
in the next few days a complete list of
the personnel under his authority and
that this list give the names, official po-
sitions, and salaries of all employees and
officials as of May 1. It will be noted
that in my letter to Mr. Williams I did
not ask for the addresses of employees
and officials in the regional office. Ob-
viously, I was not interested in compiling
a mailing list for myself for political pur-
poses nor in meaking any check as to
the politics of those employed in the
regional office. I know that many of
the employees do not reside in Cuyahoga
County and it would be a tremendous
task to ascertain the addresses of these
employees and then inquire in the va-
rious counties of Ohio and adjoining
States regarding their politics. Mr. Wil-
liams on May 8 wrote me that he respect-
fully referred my request to Mr. John E.
Hamm, Deputy Administrator. I find
that it is advisable for a Congressman
to be patient and so on May 13 I wrote
to John E. Hamm, Deputy Administrator,
asking that he mail me within the next
few days a complete list of the personnel
in the Cleveland regional office as of
May 1, 1942, and in my letter I stated,
“I do not want the addresses, as I have
no intention of using this as a mailing
list. I simply wish the names, official po-
sitions, and salaries.” To date I have
not received any reply to this letter from
Mr. Hamm but Ill bz patient. My
mother taught me “patience is a virtue.”
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It is my view that the citizens of Ohio
wish me to be watchful over defense ex-
penditures and to reduce nondefense
expenditures. I will continue to do my
duty as I see it and as my constituents
desire me to do if, irrespective of whether
or not my course may please Mr. Birkett
Williams or any other blustery bureau-
crat who may take a “public be damned”
attitude.

I feel we should not remain silent when
an attempt is apparently being made to
employ unnecessary officials at high sal-
aries, using dollars paid in by our citizens
who have so generously purchased war
bonds. Millions of Americans are mak-
ing sacrifices. It is all wrong to appoint
men to high-sounding positions under
Federal authority at fancy salaries, then
increase salaries and seek to conceal the
facts. Why should not men given these
appointments make financial sacrifices
instead of receiving appointments with
salaries higher than their earnings in
civil life? Leon Henderson, Price Ad-
ministrator, and John E. Hamm, Deputy
Administrator, should be advised that
many Members of Congress have sons in
the armed forces serving as privates and
seamen, and that we oppose newly cre-
ated high-salaried administrative posi-
tions at a time when Americans are
tightening their belts and making great
personal and financial sacrifices to pre-
serve this Nation as one spot where peo-
ple are free. Incidentally, let me add
that we Congressmen have reduced our
own salaries by imposing heavier income
taxes which we have to meet, and our
Ways and Means Committee is now pro-
posing to reduce our salaries further,
We do not complain.

The other day Dean Walter T. Dun-
more, of Western Reserve University
Law School, was offered an appointment
as Rent Controller by Administrator
Leon Henderson. Dean Dunmore is an
outstanding citizen of Cleveland, my
home city, and I congratulate and com-
mend Administrator Henderson for this
fine appointment. It appears unfortu-
nate that this outstanding public-spirited
citizen was not designated Regional Ad-
ministrator instead of Williams.

In presenting my views I want it un-
derstood that I have confidence in Leon
Henderson, Price Administrator, and be-
lieve he will do a fine job ir that impor-
tant position. Furthermore, it is well
known that I am a supporter of Presi-
dent Roosevelt's domestic program and
foreign policy and support the all-out
war effort of this administration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House the Chair
recognizes the gentleman from Wis-
consin, Mr. Murray, for 10 minutes.

TRADE BARRIERS FOR WHOM?

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Speaker, our col-
league the Honorable EMANUEL CELLER,
of New York, brought up the question
of trade barriers a few days ago. I called
his attention to two in New York City.
First, the fact that a farmer has to pay
between $8 and $9 in order to get a truck
load of his own products to market in his
city and, second, in reference to Milk
Marketing Order No. 27, which is costing
the consumers of that city millions upon
millions of dollars. It appears that un-
der this milk marketing order a small
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group is allowed to erect a high sanitary
barrier which results in a fluid milk price
too high to the consumer so that these
few can lower the price so much on their
“surplus milk” that it can be converted
into cream for the New York and also the
Boston market and undersell the mid-
western producers.

The following groups are aware of this
injustice:

Cream Shippers Committee, M. G. Van
Buskirk, executive-secretary, 309 West
Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Il

Indiana Commission on Interstate Co-
operatives, Frank Finney, chairman.

Indiana Milk and Cream Improve-
ment Association, Walter R. Freeman,
secretary.

The Indiana State Farm Bureau, Hassil
E. Schenck, president.

Indiana Manufacturers of Dairy Prod-
ucts, R. L. Fifer, secretary,

Ohio Dairy Products Association, J, C,
Neshit, secretary.

They make the following comment:

We believe it to be definitely unfair and
unjust to so arrange and price the several
brackets for cream in such a manner as to
effectively close the doors to westérn cream
shippers.

While we have presented specific amend-
ments to Order No. 27 which we feel will
tend to bring about the equality which all
producers are entitled to enjoy under any milk
marketing program under the jurisdiction of
the Federal Government, we do not insist
upon the exact provisions offered. Other
proposals submitted also atiempt to solve
the problem. The manner in which the solu-
tion is brought about is of secondary im-
portance. Any plan which may be devised
which will restore our competitive position
in eastern cream markets will meet with our
complete approval.

These groups know that it is a trade
barrier. They know that as long as New
York City imports foreign dairy products
and consumes them—like cheese and
butter—without any knowledge of the
sanitary conditions under which they
were produced or whether the cattle were
ever even tested for tuberculosis or Bangs
disease. They know the purpose of this
barrier against midwestern milk and
cream is purely to erect a barrier and to
make money for the few. Disease pro-
ducing bacteria are no more desirable in
a pound of butter or a pound of cheese
than they are in a pitcher of cream or a
bottle of milk.

In regard to these trade barriers and
tariffs, it should be kept in mind that
though the new dealers castigate the
Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act, they have
never repealed it. In fact, the New Deal
has added trade barriers and increased
domestic as well as foreign tariffs. The
following letter is from the Dairy Pro-
ducers, Inc., of Chicago, IlL:

Damy ProDUCERS, INC.,
Chicago, Ill., May 15, 1942,
The Hon. Reip F. MURRAY,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAr Sim: It was a real pleasure to have had
another opportunity to visit with you a little
while on my recent trip to Washington.

Encloged find copy of the original brief of
Middle Western producers with reference to
Milk Marketing Order No. 27. We have not
receded in the least from this position and
feel that we are on absolutely sale ground.

Following the presentaticn of this brief an
adjustment was made in the arrangement
which gave us the rellef asked. On April 1
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of this year, however, other amendments
were made which put us back into practically
the same position in which we were in 1940.
For instance, the price of milk in Class II-E
in New York for April was $1.651. This com-
pares with a price of at least $1.85 which
cooperative plants—such as that at Lady-
emith, Wis.; Springfield, Mo.; and others scat-
tered throughout the Middle West—pay their
producers. Thus in addition to a 30-cent
differential in paying price, the Middle West-
ern producer still has a $2 charge for trans-
portation, icing, etc., to put his cream into
Boston. The difficulty lies in the fact that
New York dealers take what they will when
they want it and leave the Middle Western
Pproducer to hold the sack at any other time.

As you will note, if you have a few minutes’
time to run through the brief, the only thing
we are asking is that a comparatively small
group in New York be not allowed to et up
a high sanitary tariffl and Government milk
order wall behind which they can wax fat and
turn a surplus which would endanger their
program over into channels developed by
Middle Western producers.

Yours truly,
M. G. VAN BUSKIRE,
Ezecutive Secretary,

THE FILLED-MILEK SITUATION

There was one subject brought up at
this barrier conference that merits the
attention of the dairy farmers of this
Nation. It was the cheap attempt of
using the war as an excuse to allow filled
milk to b2 universally marketed. This
filled milk is made by removing the but-
terfat from whole milk, condensing the
separated milk, and then replacing the
butterfat with a vegetable oil. It is
largely marketed in sections of our larger
cities where there is a large foreign popu-
lation that cannot read English and who
think they are getting real condensed
milk. As long as three tall cans of con-
densed normal Wisconsin milk can still
be purchased at retail for 25 cents even
here in Washington there is not any
sense in lowering the barrier for this in-
ferior product. There are only a few
companies making this product—Caro-
lene Products Co., Litchfield, Il.; Rich-
whip Corporation, of Newaygo, Mich.;
and Indiana Condensed Milk Co., of In-
dianapolis, Ind. The National Dairy
Union, according to their letter of Feb-
ruary 26, states as follows:

A Federal statute was adopted on March 4,
1923, known as the Filled Milk Act, which
prohibits the shipment in interstate com-
merce of this preduct.

At the present time three companies are
engaged in the manufacture of filled milk,
namely, the Carolene Products Co., of Litch-
field, I11,; the Richwhip Corporation, Newaygo,
Mich.; and the Indiana Condensed Milk Co.,
of Indianapolis, Ind. .Of these companies, we
are advised that the Carolene Co. and the
Richwhip Co. are continuing to ship filled
milk in violation of the Federal statute. We
are further advised that one or both of these
companies have been indicted in various Fed-
eral courts for violation of the Federal statute

. prohibiting the shipment of this product in
interstate commerce.
- The constitutionality of the Federal law
Pprohibiting the shipment of this product in
interstate commerce was upheld by the Su-
preme Court of the United States in United
States v. Carolene Products Co., decided April
25, 1938 (304 U. S. 144, 58 8. Ct. 778).
Notwithstanding the opinion of the Su-
preme Court and the opinions of varigus
State courts prohibiting the manufacture,
sale, or interstate shipment of this spurious
product, the companies engaged in its manu-
facture and sale have continued flagrantly to
violate both State and Federal laws.
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There are millions of pounds of sep-
arated milk wasted annually in our coun-
try and this should be dehydrated. This
can be cheaply performed. There is no
need to incorporate an inferior product
in separated milk and put it on the
market illegally as is being done in peace-
time or wartime with this filled milk,

The New Deal increased by 50 percent
the Smoot-Hawley schedule on crabs—to
benefit whom? A few people, and a very
few, in Maryland, Virginia, and Louisi-
and, It added a 3-cent-per-pound do-
mestic trade barrier on peanuts and it
sanctioned the trade barriers in the milk-
marketing orders. In fact, about a year
ago I heard Mr. WaLLAce on the radio
talking to some New York City foreign
trade society and relating the evils of
tariffis and trade barriers and how the
Republicans had sinned when, at the
very time, he was getting his pen filled
with ink to sign the bill that put a
3-cent-per-pound domestic tariff or trade
barrier on peanuts.

The New Deal is not deceiving too
many with all their talk about trade
barriers as long as they themselves erect
more trade barriers and inerease the
schedules of the Smoot-Hawley Act
when it helps their particular section to
do so. The New Deal, by continually in-
creasing the cost of doing business, has
placad the producers and consumers fur-
ther and further apart. A few years ago
the producer received 55 cents of the
consumers dollar and now receives only
42 cents of the consumer’s dollar, accord-
ing to the U. S. D. A.

The recent Washington conference on
trade barriers most assuredly did bring
out the injustices on motor transporta-
tion. It was pleasing to note Wiscon-
sin had already removed this trade bar-
rier even before this meeting.

In conclusion, I W‘Ish to state this posi-
tion:

First. That all tra.de barners which in
any way hinder the best conduct of the
war be repealed or suspended by the
States. As stated before, Wisconsin has
already done this.

Second. We should not allow a few
individuals or a few companies to get
rich by removing trade barriers for their
own particular benefit and which in no
way are retarding our war effort.

Third. T contend that all dairy prod-
ucts—whether milk, cream, butter,
cheese, or condensed milk—that will pass
Federal inspection are and should be
just as eligible to interstate movement
as federally inspected meat, potatoes,
or any other farm product. They should
be acceptable to every market in the
United States and should not be continu-
ally barred by artificial trade barriers
erected in the name of false sanitary
requirements. :

Mr, . SPRINGER Mr Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, MURRAY. Yes; gladly.

Mr. SPRINGER. I know the distin-
guished gentleman has given much time
and attention to this study. He men-
tioned some groups in the State of Indi-
ana which have taken cognizance of
these trade barriers. I ask the gentle-
man if it is not true that these trade
barriers apply not only to Indiana, but
to all States in the Central and Midwest?
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Mr. MURRAY. Yes, sir. They apply
not only to the Midwest, but to every
other State. I presume Minnesota has
been the State that has shipped the most
cream to the eastern markets. They
were barred by this method; the price of
fluid milk for bottling is made higher
than necessary—so high in fact that the
consumers in New York City do not buy
milk as abundantly as they should. By
placing the price of bottle milk high,
they can place a low price on the sur-
plus. They put it down so low that the
midwestern dairyman cannot compete
with the low price of the surplus milk
in the city milkshed.

Mr. GEHRMANN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; gladly, to my
colleague from Wisconsin.

Mr. GEHRMANN. Will not the gen-
tleman agree with me that it seems fool-
ish that we are dumping in Wisconsin
and other States maybe hundreds of
thousands of pounds of skim milk, and
still they want us to remove the trade
barriers which bars the shipping of filled
milk into another State. Most of the
people get imitation fat, not genuine but-
terfat, when they buy this filled milk.
They want us to remove the barriers to
permit imitation milk to be shipped.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; I agree whole-
heartedly with my colleague from Wis-
consin. He is conversant with all these
injustices, and I know that as far as he
is concerned he will do what he can to
correct them any timie that he is given
the opportunity of doing so. He realizes
the consumers of New York City are in-
jured by this program and are compelled
to pay too much for bottle milk. He also
realizes that midwestern dairymen are
being denied a market for their product,
that they should bes entitled to obtain
and retain. Irepeat, that dairy products
are like meat, or potatoes, or any other
farm product, and if they pass Federal
inspection they should be allowed to be
sold in any market in our country.

Mr, STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I'am pleased to do so.

Mr, STEFAN. The gentleman would
not say that there is equality, so far as
trade barriers are concerned, when the
condition exists as he explained it in sev-
eral of his speeches where our farmers
are charged eight to ten dollars to bring
products into a city like New York. The
State of Nebraska laws are such that we
are not. troubled so much with State bar-
riers. ~Our Governor was here the other
day, and we are cooperating, and we
would like to have some cooperation from
the other States that are asking us to
cooperate in the Middle West. We are
now up against the proposition of elimi-
nating trade barriers and bringing into
the milk-producing country substitifes
whereby we have a trade barrier against
our pure natural product in States that
are asking us to eliminate these trade
barriers.  Will the gentleman discuss
that?

Mr. MURRAY. The whole question
of trade barriers would require a dis-
cussion of more than these few minutes
that I have. Personally, I have always
felt that we should not have any trade
barriers between States; that is, where
no deception is taking place. I might
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present here many arguments about
trade barriers. Take Spry and Crisco,
for instance, or some of these vegetable
substitutes for lard. You do not hear
any criticism of them. They advertise
their product for what it is. They do
not claim it is superior to an animal fat.
Where these other companies get into
trouble is where they try to make the
people believe that their product is su-
perior to the real product which they
are making the substitute to replace. I
think that is where the oleomargarine
interests made their greatest mistake.
They say take oleo, fortify it with vita-
mins to give it some of the properties of
butter, and then give it a shower bath
in skimmed milk, and make it smell like
butter, and put in diacetyl acid to make
it taste like butter. Then get the Agri-
culture Department to go on a national
radio hook-up, as they did on July 5, and
tell the wonders of modern oleo. If one
listens to them and believes them he
would think that it is a product that
is even superior to butter. This is dis-
turbing to the dairymen of our country,
and they ask only a fair and square con-
sideration. These dairymen know the
real true value of their product and re-
sent the unfair competition.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, Iask unani-
mous consent that on tomorrow, follow-
ing the disposition of business on the
Speaker's desk and any other special
orders, I may be permitted to address
the House for 10 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WaiTTiNngTON). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKES

Mr. SMITH of
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp by in-
serting an editorial.

The SPEALER pro tempore. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Lanpis
was granted permission to revise and ex-
tend his own remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. JoNes] is recognized
for 10 minutes.

FEDERAL EXPENDITURES FOR PROSECU-
TION OF THE WAR AND FOR DOMESTIC
PURPOSES

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to revise and extend my
remarks and include excerpts from the
Federal Register and Public Law 354 of
the Seventy-seventh Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
objection?

“There was no objection.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, it is indeed
pleasing to speak to this crowded hall
nearly filled with over 400 Congressmen.

I want to address my remarks to Exec-
utive Order No. 9112, dated March 28,
appearing in the Federal Register.

I am interested in this Executive order
from the standpoint of trying to learn
how our money is being spent for the
prosecution of the war and for the do-

Is there

Wisconsin, Mr.
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mestic purposes of our Federal Govern-
ment.
Executive Order No. 9112 interested me
because it cites as its authority as follows:
Now, therefore, by virtue of the authority
vested in me—

The President—

by the various provisions of the First War
Powers Act, 1941, approved December 18,
1841, by all other acts of Congress and by
the Constitution of the United States, and
as President of the United States and Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy of
the United States, and deeming that such
action will facilitate the prosecution of the
war, I do hereby order as follows:

He cites his first authority for this
Ezxecutive order, Public Law No. 354 of
the Seventy-seventh Congress, approved
December 18, 1941. I have analyzed the
first two titles of that bill which are
pertinent. The second title refers to con-
tracts. It provides as follows:

SEc. 201. The President may authorize any
department or agency of the Government ex-
ercising functions in connection with the
prosecution of the war effort, in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the President
for the protection of the Interests of the
Government, to enter into contracts and
into amendments or modifications of con-
tracts heretofore or hereafter made and to
make advance, progress, and other payments
thereon, without regard to the provisions of
law relating to the making, performance,
amendment, or modification of contracts
whenever he deems such action would facili-
tate the prosecution of the war: Provided,
That nothing herein ghall be construed to
authorize the use of the cost-plus-a-percent-
age-of-cost system of contracting: Provided
further, That nothing herein shall be con-
strued to authorize any contracts in viola-
tion of existing law relating to limitation of
profits: Provided further, That all acts under
the authority of this section shall be made
& matter of public record under regulations
prescribed by the President and when deemed
by him not to be incompatible with the public
interests.

Now, title IT apparently Is the particu-
lar provision on which the President
bases his authority to issue his Executive
Order No. 9112. I feel it is our duty as
a congressional body and my duty per-
sonally, to know what is being done with
our money. As a member of the Appro-
priations Committee I take particular
pride as do the other members, in study-
ing the justifications of each depart-
ment, agency, and independent estab-
lishment of the Government to deter-
mine the need for the funds that the
different agencies and departments ask
for. If the committee determines there
is no need for funds they turn down the
request. Many requests are turned
down, curtailed, or limited by the action
of the committee. Then it is brought
before the House, and many times the
conclusions of the committee are over-
ruled and superseded by the House of
Representatives. This is'the American
way of life, and that is the method of
financing the Government adopted by
the fathers of our Constitution—that
Congress should hold the purse strings.

The effect of Executive Order No. 9112
goes further than any expressed au-
thority granted in Public Law 354. It
supersedes and short circuits this regular
constitutional action of Congress, What
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does Executive Order 9112 provide? It
says first—

The War Department, Navy Department,
and the Maritime Commission are hereby re-
spectively authorized, without regard to the

‘provisions of law relating to the making, per-

formance, amendment, or modification of con=-
tracts, (a) to enter into contracts with any
Federal Reserve bank, the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation, or with any other
financing Institution guaranteeing such Re-
serve bank, Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion, other financing institution against lozs
of principal or interest on loans, discounts,
or advances, or on commitments in connec-
tion therewith, which may be made by such
Reserve bank, Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration, or other financial institution for
the purpose of financing any contractor, sub-
contractor, or others engaged in any business
or operation which is deemed by the War
Department, Navy Department, or Maritime
Commission to be necessary, appropriate, or
convenient for the prosecution of the war.

And so forth. What is the effect of
that? They can justify funds before the
committee, get appropriations allowed,
and then tap a limitless source of revenue
by guaranteeing loans of the Federal Re-
serve banks, the R. F. C., and other loan-
ing agencies The Army, Navy, and Mari-
time Commission can enter into a con-
tract, in addition to what they have asked
Congress for, for an unlimited amount
of money, guaranteeing loans made by
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation,
the Reserve banks, or any other financial
institution, in addition to these appro-
priations. Does that sound like we are
holding the purse strings of the Nation?
Obviously the R. F. C., the Federal Re=-
serve banks. and the other loaning agen-
cies are doing the work of your constitu-
tional body under the authority of this
Executive order.

Congress is short-circuited, and any
loans that the R. F. C., the Federal Re-
serve banks, or other financial institu-
tions make are beyond the realm and
control of this constitutional body.

I have searched in vain through all
the war-power acts, in addition to this
particular act I have named; I have
searched through the Constitution. I
find no authority whatsoever for this-
Executive order granting the War De-
partment, the Navy Department, or the
Maritime Commission power to enter in-
to a contract guaranteeing any loan,
either principal or interest, in addition
to the appropriations of this Congress. I
am going to write today to the Attorney
General, who has charge of drafting and
approving these Executive orders, and
ask him to give me his citation of au-
thorities.

I believe the Executive order is clearly
beyond the power and the scope granted,
or conceived, or contemplated by this
Congress in amplifying the powers of the
President to deal with the procurement
of necessary materials for the defense of
this country and the prosecution of the
war. Ifeel thatin the absence of a clear-
cut, detailed description of authority in
any of the acts cited, and especially in
Public Law 354, this Executive order
ought to be declared null and void. Con-
gress should assume its full responsibil-
ity with reference to providing the funds
for carrying on this war and for the do-
mestic needs of the country.
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I sincerely hope the Members who are
not here today will glance back at the
March 28 issue of the Federal Register
and see if they do not agree that Con-
gress is being: short-circuited. In the
last few days there has been considerable
talk and many allegations that Congress
is not assuming its full responsibility in
the conduct of the affairs of the Nation.
Certainly this is one of the things that
may be laid to our door. Shall we allow
anyone else to usurp our authority in
regard to the finances and the purse
strings of our country? I hope in the
name of the integrity of this body, the
membership of this House will view with
alarm this Excutive Order No. 9112 and
will assume the high responsibility the
people expect. I hope we will preserve
the dignity of our legislative body and
live up personally to the traditions of the
Congress and to the oath of office we took.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimocus consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. NosLE J. JoBNsoN, of Indiana,
for 35 days, on account of official business.

To Mr. McIntyre, for an indefinite
period, on account of official business in
Wyoming.

To Mr. HarrY R. SHEPPARD, for 30 days,
on account of official business.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HARRIS of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 35 minutes p. m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, May 20, 1942, at 12 o'clock
noon, i

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE

There will be a meeting of the Special
Subcommittee on Petroleum Investiga-
tion of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce at 10 a, m. Wednes-
~day, May 20, 1942,

Business to be considered: Hearing as
per attached press release:

Today Representative CLARENCE F. Lk,
chairman of the Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee of the House of Representa-
tivea, announced a hearing to be held next
Wednesday, May 20, by the Special Subcom-
mittee on Petroleum Investigation.

The purpose of the hearing is to develop
three phases due to shortage of supplies of
petroleum products and rubber,

The first purpose is to develop the facts as
to what is being done to provide petroleum
products to sections of the country where
there are now skortages.

The second purpose is to bring out the
facts as to what is actually being done to
meet the Nation's need of rubber and rubber
substitutes in view of the shortage of the
rubber supply.

The third purpose is to develop the facts
as to the dislocations and economic conse-
quences that result from deficient supplies
of petroleum and rubber and to consider how
the effect of such dislocations can be mini-
mized.

Representatives of Government depart-
ments and others will appear as witnesses
before the hearing on these questions is com-
pleted. The hearing will begin Wednesday
and It is expected will be continued in 2
other days within the next 10 days.
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There will be a meeting of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce at 2 p. m. Wednesday, May 20,
1942,

Business to be considered: The hear-
ings in connection with the Federal Com-
munications Commission will be resumed
on May 20 at 2 p. m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1646. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a supple-
mental estimate of appropriation for the
Office of Education, Federal Sscurity Agency,
for the fiscal year 1842, amounting to
0,500,000 (H. Doec. No. 728); to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

1647, A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi-
neers, United States Army, dated April 27,
1942, submitting a report, together with ac~
companying papers and illustrations, on a
review of reports on the Intracoastal Water-
way from Mobile, Ala., to New Orleans, La.,
including the Violet Canal route, Louisiana,
requested by resolutions of the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representa-
tives, adopted on May 12, 1938, and January
24, 1939, and also authorized by the River
and Harbor Act approved cn June 20, 1938;
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

1648. A letter from the Administrator, Fed-
eral Security Agency, transmitting several
documents including a draft of a proposed
bill for the relief of Vernon Van Zandt; to
the Committee on Claims,

1649. A lefter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engi-
neers, United States Army, dated January 2,
1942, submitting a report, together withr ac-
companying papers and illustrations, on a
review of reports on the Mississippl River
between the Ohio River and St, Louis, with a
view to providing improvements at and in
the vicinity of the Ste. Genevieve levee and
drainage district, requested by a resolution
of the Committee on Flood Control, House of
Representatives, adopted on February 23,
1940 (H. Doc. No. 727); to the Committee
on Flood Control and ordered to be printed,
with two illustrations.

1650, A letter from the Chairman of the
Textile Foundation, transmitting the Annual
Report of the Textile Foundation for the
fiscal year ending December 31, 1941; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as fol}ows:

Mr. PETERSON of Florida: Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 8, 1481,
An act to provide for the recognition of the
services of the civilian officials and employees,
citizens of the United States, engaged in and
about the construction of the Panama Canal;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2135). Re-
ferred to the Cemmittee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXIT, public bills
and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLAND:

H.R.7100. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act authorizing vessels of Canadian regis-
iry to transport iron ore on the Great Lakes
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(Public Law, 416, T7th Cong.), to continue it

in force during the existing war; to the Com-

mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
By Mr. HOUSTON:

H.R.T7101. A bill to provide for the common
defense in relation to the sale of alcoholic
liquors to the members of the land and naval
forces of the United States; to the Committes
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. DISNEY:

H.R.7102. A bill to establish an additional
United Btates Military Academy at Claremore,
in the State of Oklahoma; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. COLE of New York:

H.R.T103, A bill providing for the with-
holding of 10 percent of the contract price of
naval contracts and subcontracts for the pay-
ment of delinquent Federal income or excess-
profits taxes of the naval contractor or sub-
contractor; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs.

By Mr. McCINTYRE:

H.R.7104. A bill authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain lands
to the State of Wyoming; to the Committee
on the Public Lands.

By Mr. BLAND:

H.R.T105. A bill to provide for the sus-
pension, during the war, of operating-dif-
ferential subsidy agreements and attendant
benefits, under title VI of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, as amended, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. MOTT:

H.R.T7106. A bill to extend the times for
commencing and completing the construc-
tion of a bridge across the Columbia River
at or near Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg,,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia:

H.R.7107. A bill to amend the Federal
Explosives Act, as amended, by removing
from the application of the act explosives or
ingredients in transit upon aircraft in con-
formity with statutory law or rules and regu-
lations of the Civil Aeronautics Board; to
the Committee on Mines and Mining.

By Mr. PACE:

H.R.7108. A bill to provide for the com-
mon defense in relation to the sale of alco-
holie liquors to the members of the land and
naval forces of the United States and to pro-
vide for the suppression of vice and gambling
in the vicinity of military camps and naval
establishments; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. SAUTHOFF:

H.R. 7109, A bill relating to the period in
which income from shares in domestic build-
ing and loan asscciations may be included in
gross income for income-tax purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FULMER:

H.J. Res. 315. Joint resolution to author-
ize the Secretary of Agriculture to provide
Federal meat inspection during the present
war emergency in respect to meat-packing
establishments engaged in intrastate com-
merce only, in order to facilitate the purchase
of meat and meat-food products by Federal
agencies, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. GRANT of Alabama:
H.R.7110. A bill to place John P. Shaffer
cn the emergency officers’ retired list, and for
other purpes2s; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,
By Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky:
H.R.T111. A bill for the relief of Thelma
Cannon McGroary; to the Committee on
Claims.
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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

2841. By Mr COLE of New York: Petition
of sundry citizens of Corning, N. Y., express-
ing approval of House bill 6486, which pro-
vides for a salary increase for certain post-
office employees; to the Committee on the
Fost Office and Post Roads.

2842. By Mr THOMAS F. FORD: Resolution
of the board of directors, Metropolitan Water
District Southern California, urging that the
existing eituation on the Colorado River at
Needles, Calif.,, be investigated and action
taken to remedy the flood conditions on that
river; to the Committee on Flood Control.

2843. By Mr. HEIDINGER: Petition signed
by BR. Cannon and sundry members of the
McCabe Baptist Church at Flora, Ill., urging
the passage of Senate bill 860 as a contribu-
tion to our national defense; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

2844. Also, petition signed by O. D. Rise and
63 other citizens of Harrisburg, Ill., requesting
the passage of Senate bill 860; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

2845, Also petition of Mrs. C. L. Swinney
and 65 other residents of Eldorado, Ill., re-
questing the passage of Senate bill 850 as a
contribution to ocur national defense; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

2B46. Also, petition signed by BSarah G.
Johnston and sundry other citizens of Albjon,
Ill., urging the passage of Senate bill 860 as a
contribution to our national defense; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

2847, Also, resolution adopted by the mem-
bership of the Mill Shoals Baptist Church, of
Mill Shoals, Ill., presented by B. B. Dame,
clerk of said church, opposing the manufac-
ture and sale of alcohol for beverage purposes
for and during the duration of the war, as a
part of our national defense program; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

2848. By Mr. LAMBERTSON: Petitlon of
John W. Keller and 200 other residents of the
city of Topeka, Eans., appealing for legisla-
tion which will provide the largest possible
protection for the men in our Army and
Navy against the insidious influence of vice
and intoxicating liquors, and urging the pas-
eage of Senate bill 860, the Sheppard bill, at
an early date; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

2849. Also, petition of the Thompsonville
Methodist Church, Perry, Kans., and 53 resi-
dents of Perry, appealing for legislation to
protect our boys and men from insidious
forces of vice and intoxication, especially in
securing the passage of Benate hill 880, the
Sheppard bill, at an early date; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

2850. Also, petition of Rev, H. P. Basguin
and 37 other residents of Willlamsburg,
Eans,, appealing for legislation which will
provide the largest possible protection for the
men of our Army and Navy against the
insidious influence of vice and intoxicating
liguor; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

2851. Also, petition of Mrs. Myrtie Bonesteel
and 110 other residents of Washington, Kans.,
urging the passage of Senate bill 860 as a
contribution to a wholesome defenss program
and a reenactment of legislation similar to
that of 1917 and so give the young men of

1942 the protection their fathers had in 1917;"

to the Committee on Military Affairs.

2852. By Mr. LECOMPTE: Petition of sun-
dry citizens of Moulton, Thayer, Lancaster,
New London, Blcomfield, Middle Town, Ogden,
and Rippey, Iowa, in the appeal to vote for
legislation which will provide the largest
possible protection for the men in our Army
and Navy against the insidious infiuence of
vice and intoxicating liquors, and to secure
the pacsage of Senate bill 860, the Sheppard
bill, at an early date; to the Committee on
Military Affalrs,

2853. By Mr. McGREGOR: Petition of
Blanche Ross and 32 other residents of Mar-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

tinsburg Ohio, urging the enactment of Sen-
ate bill 860, to prohibit ligquor and prostitu-
tion around military and naval establish-
ments; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

2854. By Mr. MURDOCK: Memorial of the
State of Arizona, objecting to legislation by
Congress for the taxing of municipal bonds;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

2855. By Mr. ROLPH: Resolution of the
Musicians’ Union, Local No. 8, American Fed-
eration of Musicians, S8an Franclsco, Calif.,
relative to House bill 6486, a bill to increase
the salaries of certain postal employees; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads. :

28568, By the SPEAEER: Petition of the
Texas Weights and Measures As=ociation, Aus-
tin, Tex., petitioning consideration of their
resolution with reference to House bill 6784,
relative to weights and measures; to the
Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Meas-
ures,

SENATE
‘WEDNESDAY, MAy 20, 1942

(Legislative day of Friday, May 15, 1942)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

Rev. Howard Stone Anderson, D. D.,
pastor, First Congregational Church,
Washington, D. C., offered the following
prayer: .

Our Heavenly Father:- Again we pause
to acknowledge our dependence upon
Thee, the Author and Eustainer of life
and the Giver of every good and perfect
gift. Purify our hearts with Thy love;
illumine our minds with Thy wisdom;
fire our hearts with celestial flames of
faith,

We commend to Thy loving care our
sons who have gone forth to serve their
country and the cause of freedom on
land and sea and in the air. Shield them
from danger; keep them strong and
steadfast; give them courage and chiv-
alry; inspire them with devotion to the
cause to which they are offering their
lives, and help them to achieve a just and
lasting peace for the whole world. Hold
in Thy holy, tender keeping all those dear
to them whom they have left behind.

We pray for the President of these
United States, the Members of the Con-
gress, and for all in our Government upon
whom responsibility rests. We pray for
the leaders and people of every nation
upon the face of the earth. Open their
minds toward Thee, that, at last, Thy
will may be done, and Thy peace may
come.

Through Jesus Christ our Lord.-

Amen,
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BarxLEY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day Tuesday, May 19, 1942, was dis-
pensed with, and the Journal was ap-
proved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-
tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries,

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. HILL, I suggest the absence of a
guorum,

4373
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roil. :
The Chief Clerk called the roil; and the
following Senafors answered to their
names:

Alken George Nye
Andrews Gerry O'Daniel
Austin Glllette O'Mahoney
Bailey Glass Overton
Ball . Green Pepper
Bankhead Guffey Radcliffe
Barkley Gurney Reynolds
Bilbo Hatch Rosler
Bone Hayden Russell
Brewster Hill Schwartz
Brooks Holman Smathers
Brown Hughes £mith
Bulow Johnson, Calif. Spencer
Bunker Kilgore Stewart
Burton La Follette Taft
Butler nger ‘Thomas, Okla,
Byrd Lee Tobey
Capper Lucas
Caraway MeCarran Tunnell
Chandler McFarland Tydings
Chavez McEellar Vandenberg
Clark, Idaho McNary Van Nuys
Clark, Mo. Maloney Wagner
Connally Maybank Walsh
Wheeler
Davis Millikin White
Daoxey Murdock Wiley
Ellender Norris Willis

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr. Herring], the Sena-
tor from Montana [Mr. Murray], the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Taomas], and
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
WALLGREN] are necessarily absent from
the Senate.

The Senator from California [Mr.
DownEey] is detained on official business
in his State. -

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHN-
soN] has been called out of the city on
important public business.

Mr, AUSTIN. The Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. Bargour] is absent because
of illness.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes] is absent as a result of an
injury and illness.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lopgel, the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ReEep], and the Senator from Idaho [Mr,
TroMAsS] are necessarily absent. *

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
SmipsTEAD] is absent because of illness
in his family.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-four
Senators have answered to their names.
A quorum is present.

AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT APPROPRI-
ATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 6709) making appropri-
ations for the Department of Agriculture
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1943,
and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] to
the committee amendment on page 80,
adding at the end of line 25 the follow-
ing: “Provided further, That no grain
shall be sold for feed at a price less than
85 percent of the parity price of corn at
the time such sale is made.”

Mr. O'MAHONEY obtained the floor.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield to me?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I will be very glad
to yield to the Senator.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish
to state to the Senator from Wyoming
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